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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


I necret much that the publication of the following 
Lectures has been so long delayed. Literary engage- 
ments which it was impossible to lay aside rendered 
an earlier preparation of the Notes impossible; and 
without them it seemed to me that the Lectures ought 
not to be given to the public. Considering the im- 
portance of the subject, I could have wished to devote 
even much longer time to this part of the work than 
I have been able to secure for it. With some verbal 
alterations, and the insertion of a few passages omitted 
in their delivery, the Lectures are now published 
exactly as they were preached. I issue them under 
a deep sense of their deficiencies; and my utmost 
hope is that they may help to direct the attention of 
others to the great subject of which they treat, so that 
it may be more thoroughly studied and more success- 
fully unfolded. The field of thought embraced by the 
Resurrection of our Lord, in the light in which it is 
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here presented, demands greater attention at the 
hands of our Scottish Theologians than it has hitherto 
received; and it is by the united labours of many, 
tather than by the efforts of a few, that, at least in 
Theology, the truth is won. May the Risen Lord 
bless to the edifying of His Church the effort now 
made to set forth the glory of His Resurrection and 
of His Resurrection-state. 


Tue UNIversity, ABERDEEN, 
May 1881. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


I pesireE to acknowledge with lively gratitude the kind, 
and even flattering, reception which has been given to 
these Lectures. 

In this second edition I have endeavoured, as far 
as possible, to profit by such criticisms of the first 
edition as have come under my notice. More par- 
ticularly, I have thought it well to modify some ex- 
pressions which might be understood to imply that 
our Lord’s work was “completed” by His Resurrec- 
tion; and that, in the economy of our redemption, 
little importance was to be attached to the Ascension. 
It was not my wish to convey either impression, 
and passages at variance with both will be found in 
the Lectures as originally published. But there is 
some foundation for the charge that, in my anxiety 
to vindicate what seemed to me a much-neglected 
truth, I had occasionally used language which might 
be misinterpreted. All ground for misconception 
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on this point is, I trust, removed in the present 
volume. 

A very able critic in the Church Times complains 
that I have exhibited “a tendency to shift the centre 
of Christian dogma from the Incarnation to the 
Resurrection”; and he adds, “Such a view is possible 
only on the lines of the Thomist theology, according 
to which the Incarnation was designed solely to re- 
pair the fall. In that case the Resurrection may be 
the central dogma of Christendom. But take what 
we hold to be the higher and truer view of the 
Scotists, that the Incarnation would have come even 
if man had not fallen, in order to bring about the 
union between God and mankind, and then there 
would have been no need of either Passion or Resur- 
rection, which are therefore only accidents of the 
Incarnation.” Without discussing at present the 
respective merits of the Thomist and Scotist theology, 
I may simply remark that, even if we adopt the 
views of the latter, we must regard that change 
which, at His Resurrection, took place in the 
humanity of the Incarnate Word as necessary to the 
accomplishment of the full “union between God and 
mankind” which the Scotist theology demands. It 
is the consummation of a process by which humanity 
reaches its perfection—the perfection originally in- 
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tended for it by the great Author of our compound 
nature—and which no mere repair of the ruins of the 
fall would have been able to complete. View the 
Resurrection of Christ as a single and isolated fact; 
still more, view it as a restoration of our Lord to the 
same condition of humanity as that in which He was 
before He died, and the complaint of my critic would 
be well founded. On the other hand, view the 
change made in our Lord by His Resurrection, as 
lying in the original design of His Incarnation, and 
as needful to the completing of that design both for 
Himself and us, and His Resurrection becomes, not 
an incident of His Incarnation, but the crowning part 
of one great whole. It is this view which I have 
tried, no doubt imperfectly, to present; and, so far 
as I have succeeded in doing so, it appears to me that 
I can hardly be said to shift the centre of Christian 
dogma from the Incarnation to the Resurrection, and 
that I am really working on lines more in harmony 
with the Scotist than with the Thomist theology. 
The same critic is of opinion that, through want 
of sufficient study of ancient liturgical language, I 
have done injustice to the Romish doctrine of the 
mass by the manner in which I have spoken of the 
“anbloody sacrifice.” His criticism is here peculiarly 
acute and delicate; and he may be right. Yet I am 
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not sure that he meets the precise point which I had 
before me. After stating that “it is only the imper- 
fection and early mutilation of the Roman Missal 
which creates the difficulty,” he goes on to say: “For 
the witness of all other ancient liturgies is that Christ 
is not present in the Eucharist by ‘first intention,’ 
so to speak, but in virtue of the invocation and 
operation of the Holy Spirit, who makes that which 
was mere bread and wine to be the living body and 
blood of Christ”; and again, “It cannot fairly be 
said that the Missal teaches the presentation of a 
dead Christ.” The first of these quotations clearly 
shows that my critic is less concerned to defend the 
Roman Missal—which indeed he describes as imper- 
fect and mutilated—than to advocate the claims of 
“ancient liturgies,” and against these I had said noth- 
ing. The second quotation, again, may be strictly 
correct in point of form; and yet may I not be 
justified in saying that, if the Roman Missal does not 
teach a dead Christ, it teaches a Christ who comes 
before the communicant only to die? More than this 
is not implied in any words that I had used. Catholic 
theology may not be affected by such a statement, 
but that theology and Romish teaching in regard to 
the Eucharist may differ widely from each other. 
The criticism of a singularly acute and yet friendly 
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critic in the Church Quarterly Review (for October 
1881) ought not to be overlooked, and I thankfully 
recognise in it a specimen of that theological criticism 
which is in a high degree calculated to conciliate 
divergent views and to advance the cause of truth. 
The critic will find that on some points I acknowledge 
the justice of his remarks by yielding to them. If on 
others I have been unable to change materially the 
language which I had used, it is not because I am 
unwilling to confess that I may be wrong, but simply 
because I do not yet see so clearly with my critic 
as to warrant my speaking as he would. For his 
language in regard to the “other Advocate” I can only 
cordially thank him. That there is a difficulty here 
must, it appears to me, be allowed; but I hardly see 
how the difficulty is to be met without a thorough 
re-examination and re-working of that doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit which, hardly less than that of the 
Resurrection of our Lord, has been too much neglected 
in the theology of our time. It does not seem to me 
that the theory which this writer would suggest is 
more likely to be satisfactory than my own, and on a 
point of so great importance I can only take up the 
attitude of one who longs, and waits, for light. 

In compliance with the suggestions of friends I 
have made a slight addition to the third and fifth 
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Lectures. That to the third consists of a few remarks 
upon Keim’s theory which, although not, strictly 
speaking, a part of the theory of visions, possesses 
the deepest interest alike for its own and its author’s 
sake. That to the fifth consists of a few practical 
remarks upon the work of the Church. However 
important the latter point, it was not possible to say 
much upon it without straying from the path natur- 
ally before me in these Lectures. Let the Risen 
Christ be clearly before the mind of the Church, and 
human lips will not be able to speak a lesson so 
telling as the simple statement of the fact. 

These, with the correction of a few expressions 
and the addition of a few more notes for the elucida- 
tion of the text, are the chief, if not the only, changes 
made in this edition. The changes are not very im- 
portant; but, such as they are, I make them in the 
hope that they will be felt to be improvements, and 
that they may help in some degree to render the 
book more worthy of its momentous theme. 


Tue UNIVERSITY, ABERDEEN, 
November 1883. 


PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION 


Tus Edition of these Lectures is, with the exception 
of verbal alterations and corrections, the same as the 
last. 


Tue UNIVERSITY, ABERDEEN, 
January 1890. 
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LECTURE I 


“Why seek ye the living among the dead? He is not here, 
but is risen.”—-LUKE xxiv. 5, 6. 


THESE words were addressed by angels, on the 
morning of the Resurrection, to the first visitors at 
the tomb of Jesus; and they may be fitly adopted 
to express at once the principle and the aim of the 
present course of Lectures. I have to speak of the 
Resurrection of our Lord,—perhaps to some who do 
not believe the fact, certainly to many who are not 
thoroughly persuaded of it, and not less certainly to 
many more who, while they admit it, are very in- 
sufficiently alive to its vast and far-reaching issues. 
Even the Church of Christ—and the remark applies 
more especially to our Scottish Churches—seems not 
yet to have realised the full importance of the truth 
with which we have to deal. Her faith may be as 
lively and her love as sincere as that of the women 
in the text; but, when she comes with grateful 
offerings to the tomb of her Lord, she too often seeks 
the living among the dead, and the words spoken 
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to these women have to be addressed to her, “He is 
not here, but is risen.” 

Two preliminary remarks must be made, in order 
that the position which I am to occupy in connexion 
with the subject before us may be better under- 
stood :— 

1. It igs not my intention to make any appeal to 
those whose views of God and His relation to the 
world exclude the possibility of miracles. We shall, 
indeed, see hereafter that the Resurrection of our 
Lord is not a single or isolated fact,—a miracle like 
that of the multiplying of the bread or the walking 
on the sea—the absence of which would not have 
materially affected the general character of His 
mission; but that it is, in the highest sense, a 
natural and necessary part of that scheme of the 
Divine government by which man and nature are 
carried onward to the destiny awaiting them. Yet, 
in whatever light we look at it, its miraculous char- 
acter is undeniable. It supposes a direct and im- 
mediate interposition of Divine power. It cannot 
be resolved into any of those processes around us to 
which our own experience bears witness. It is not 
a step in the ordinary evolution of the human race. 
Though contemplated from the first in the plan of 
the Creator and Governor of the world, it was, when 
it took place, a new beginning, a new creation, in the 
strict sense of the word a miracle. 

To argue, therefore, with those in whose eyes the 
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miraculous and the historical exclude each other, 
would be vain. No amount of proof can be sufficient 
to convince them. In their view a miracle is for- 
bidden alike by the experience of the past and by 
the necessary laws of history. The evidence may 
be varied, and clear, and strong; but somewhere or 
other there must be delusion or mistake. The weight 
of an alleged fact as it claims to be miraculous, or is 
believed to be so, may be estimated, and the influence 
exercised by the belief must be allowed for; but the 
fact itself can only be set aside. With those who 
entertain such views, it is of no use to reason upon 
grounds of evidence. The principles from which we 
severally start are contradictory of each other. Till 
the controversy regarding them is settled no further 
progress can be made. To engage in any discussion 
of that kind would here, however, be out of place. 
I address those, and those alone, who believe in a 
personal and free Ruler of the Universe, and in whose 
eyes a miracle is not inconsistent with just conceptions 
of Divine wisdom and goodness. 

2. It is not my intention to discuss the authen- 
ticity or genuineness of any of those books of Scrip- 
ture which contain a great part at least of the 
evidence of the fact before us. Individual passages 
may occasionally require to be defended, but the 
books themselves must be accepted in the form in 
which we have them. This remark applies not only 
to those Epistles of St. Paul which even the most 
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negative criticism accepts, but to the Acts of the 
Apostles, to the three earlier Gospels, and to the 
Gospel of St. John. It may indeed be said that I 
thus ignore the present state of criticism upon what 
must necessarily form the very foundation of the 
argument. But the course to be pursued is both 
justifiable and necessary. 

The criticism of the books of Scripture is a sub- 
ject the details of which are far too minute for dis- 
cussion in a public audience. Even were it otherwise, 
the discussion would occupy the whole time at our 
disposal. It is well, too, to remember that the as- 
sertion, so often and so confidently made, that mod- 
ern inquiry has demonstrated the untrustworthiness 
of those books to which we appeal, may be met 
with as repeated and as confident a denial. It has 
done nothing of the kind. Although it has modified 
in various respects our conceptions of the different 
books of the New Testament,—of their origin, their 
structure, and their aim,—it has failed to establish 
in the case of any one of them the full extent of its 
negative conclusions. Even those who differ from us 
will admit that, were it not for the miracles related 
in them, they would be entitled to take their place as 
historical documents by the side of other documents 
of similar antiquity. 

Their relation of miracles cannot be allowed to 
disturb this conclusion. Were it otherwise, we 
should be at once compelled to bring argument 
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respecting any part of their contents to an end. If, 
at the bidding of some particular system of philo- 
sophy, and without evidence on other grounds that a 
New Testament book is unworthy of trust, we reject 
its statements whenever it relates a miracle, we shall 
have no point at which to pause, and no. principle 
upon which to accept its narratives, even when they 
have nothing to do with miracles. We shall find 
that it is not merely the force of a particular ex- 
pression, or the correctness of a particular statement, 
which has been rendered uncertain, but the drift 
and tenor of each book as a whole. So essentially 
is the miraculous interwoven with the structure of 
each, that, when we remove it, the aspect of the 
history is completely changed. Except on our own 
notions of probability, no one portion will be able to 
claim more authority than another. All historical 
statement will be at an end; and, so far as the New 
Testament is itself concerned, we may close inquiry 
into its facts, because there is nothing to inquire into. 

Once more, it is an important consideration upon 
this point, that for evidence of the miracle of the 
Resurrection we are not wholly dependent upon the 
direct statements of the New Testament. Other 
important lines of evidence come in, not indeed 
sufficient of themselves, but involving facts which 
can hardly be accounted for on any other supposition 
than that the Gospel narratives of the Resurrection 
are true. Thus the general trustworthiness of our 
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records, provisionally assumed, may ultimately be 
confirmed by the extent to which they harmonise with 
the best explanation of a series of important and in- 
dependent phenomena. We may not, indeed, fully com- 
prehend them until we read them in this light. If 
the argument now to be urged for the Resurrection 
of our Lord can be made to shape itself into a whole, 
consistent not only with the special statements of 
ceztain books sought to be discredited, but with the 
general revelation of Scripture as to the pur- 
poses of God, and with undeniable facts of history, 
it is not too much to say that that alone will go far 
to dispel the doubts about our records, awakened by 
the bold language of some later inquirers. 

We need not therefore attempt to settle these 
questions of criticism before we proceed further, and 
-we may, for the time at least, accept as generally 
credible the books that have come down to us with 
the most powerful evidence in their favour. 

With these two preliminary remarks let us turn 
directly to the subject before us,—the Resurrection 
of our Lord. The precise nature of the fact first 
demands our attention. Only when we have formed 
as distinct a conception of it as possible, shall we be 
able to judge aright of the evidence necessary to 
establish it, as well as of the relation in which it 
stands to the other points to which our attention 
must be directed. These points will be—the Person 
and Work of our Lord Himself, Christian Life and 
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Hope; and the Mission and Functions of the 
Church. 

On the nature of the fact there are especially two 
mistakes to be avoided. : 

1. There is the view of those who, while they adopt 
the language of the New Testament, hold that 
the Resurrection of our Lord is to be understood in 
4 spiritual, not in a literal sense. According to them, “ 
it took place only in the hearts of His disciples. No 
body capable of being recognised by the senses came 
forth from that tomb in the garden where it had been 
laid by loving friends. But these friends who had 
lost the bodily presence of their Master were still 
possessed by His spirit. He lived and worked in 
their hearts after His death, and this was His real 
Resurrection: the spiritual alone is real.1 It is not 
necessary to ask whether a clear and definite idea can 
be attached to this view. One thing is obvious—it 
is not that given us in Scripture. Words denoting 
material objects are often indeed used there in a 
"spiritual sense; and, had we no more than the word 
“resurrection” and its cognates to consider, they 
might perhaps be treated in that way. But the act 
itself comes before us in so many connexions, both of 
word and thought, that, if it can be so disposed of, 
all fixed interpretation of Scripture becomes impos- 


‘This, so far as I can understand the language, is the view 
of Dr. Abbott in his work entitled Through Nature to 


Christ. See especially chap. xxii. 
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sible. In particular, the Resurrection of Christ is 
constantly associated with His Death, as one of two 
truths which constitute a unity of the closest kind, so 
that if the former is to be thought of as only spiritual, 
the latter must equally be so; and again, it is the 
pledge and earnest of our own resurrection, so that 
upon the same supposition the resurrection of Chris- 
tians is “past already,” and St. Paul was mistaken 
when, in his Second Epistle to Timothy, he declared 
that certain teachers of this doctrine had “erred con- 
cerning the truth.” 1 
2. There is the view of those who imagine that, at 
His Resurrection, our Lord either entirely laid aside 
the material body in which He had previously. lived 
—thus becoming a purely spiritual Being;? or who 
so far modify this hypothesis as to allow that, while 
essentially or mainly spiritual, He yet assumed 
material substance and form at special moments and 
for special purposes.? But again, this view is incon- 
sistent with the whole tenor of Scripture upon the 
point. It is constantly implied there that the life of 
our Lord after He rose was that of the man Christ 
Jesus. Whatever difficulties may attend the recep- 
tion of the fact, one thing is clear, that the Apostles 
and early disciples of Christ did not think of His 


resurrection-state as simply spiritual, but that the 
*2 Tim. ii. 18. 
*Such is the view of Keim in his History of Jesus of 
Nazareth, 


*This was the opinion of Rothe, as expressed by him in 
his Theological Ethics. 
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very substance and essence and peculiarity of their 


faith was this, that the same Son of man with whom 
they had companied during the years of His ministry 
had been brought back by the glory of His Father 
from. the grave. Nor was it otherwise with the 
enemies of Christ. They understood the doctrine of 
the Resurrection in this sense; and it was because 
they did so that their opposition was excited to the 
keenest pitch against its preachers. There wag 
nothing in the mere proclamation of a life continued 
after death thus to provoke their rage. It was the 
assertion that Jesus Christ had risen in the body 
which drew forth at one moment their ridicule, at 
another their persecuting spirit. Around that fact, 
in its plain and literal acceptation, the infant Church 
closed her ranks, struggled for existence, and ulti- 
mately prevailed. The very word “resurrection,” 
indeed, has no meaning if we do not understand it in 
this sense. It is the raising again of what has fallen, 
the setting up again of what has been broken down. 
Jf Jesus only lived in the spirit after death, it would 
be an abuse of language to call such an entirely new 
life a resurrection. 

These remarks apply in part to the modification of 
this theory already spoken of; besides which, it too 
is destitute of all Scripture proof. We never read 
there of such transitions from one state to another as 


are supposed. What the Risen Lord is at one moment ° 


He always is. If the properties of His being at 


v 
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times present phenomena incompatible with human 
experience, it is not because they belong now to a 
heavenly, and now again to an earthly, existence. 
What connects Him with heaven shines through the 
scenes that tell us most of His connexion with earth; 
what connects Him with earth appears in the scenes 
that are most closely associated with heaven. After, 
not less than before, His Resurrection, our Lord is one. 

We must dismiss, therefore, both these views of 
our Lord’s resurrection-state, as well as every other 
sharing their fundamental principle, that His risen 
body, whatever its peculiar substance or form, was 
not a body in any true sense of the term. Upon this 
general point the whole New Testament teaches with 
a voice so definite and clear that it is unnecessary to 
appeal to particular passages; and we shall hereafter 
see that with a bodily, not a merely spiritual, resur- 
rection are connected the most elevating considera- 
tions addressed to man in his relation both to 
the present and the future. The existence of this 
teaching is admitted. The opponents of the Resur- 
rection for the most part simply contend either that 
there are ways of explaining it other than that of 
acknowledging the reality of the fact, or that the 
whole story is a fable. 

Thus far it is not difficult to come. It is much 
more difficult to proceed further, and to form any- 
thing like a distinct conception of what the resurrec- 
tion-body of our Lord really was. Were it possible, 
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indeed, to adopt the idea generally entertained, that 
“the very body which hung upon the cross and was 
laid in the grave, rose again from the dead,” it would 
be easy to conceive of it. But, in the light of the 
collected statements of Scripture upon the point, such 
a view cannot be successfully maintained. It is true 
that the body of the Risen Saviour was, in various 
important respects, similar to what it had been. Many 
passages, often quoted to establish a certain greatness 
of change which had come over it, are insufficient for 
the purpose;? others distinctly illustrate the simi- 
larity of its new to its old condition. 

It still retained the print of the wound inflicted 
by the spear of the Roman soldier, and the marks of 
the nails by which it had been fastened to the cross. 
Upon one occasion the Risen Jesus even appealed to 
Thomas, upon another to all the disciples gathered 
together at the time, to convince themselves by these 
proofs that it was no other than Himself who had 
appeared among them. He calmed their fears by the 
words, “A spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see 
Me have;”*® and, when they believed not for joy and 
wondered, He asked if they had any meat, and ate a 
piece of a broiled fish before them.* In addition to 
this, many little particulars, suggested rather than 
expressly mentioned in the narratives of the Gospels, 
lead us to the same conclusion. Thus, for example, 
we are entitled to infer that the features of our Lord’s 

Note 1. *Note 2, *Note 3. “Note 4. 
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countenance conveyed to the beholder much the same 
impression as they had formerly done; that the tones 
of His voice had not materially changed; and that 
His general form did not contradict the recollections — 
of it which His disciples cherished.! All these things 
speak not only of a bodily and material structure, but 
of one closely corresponding to that which our Lord 

possessed before His crucifixion. 7 

Much of the manner of His intercourse with the 
disciples, after the great event, confirms what has been 
said. He was not for them a new Redeemer. He was 
their old Master and Friend. He reminded them of 
the words that He had spoken while yet present with 
them ;? He sent messages to them in which their 
former intercourse was implied;? and He accepted 
their tokens of joyful homage, when they hailed Him 
as One who, although thought lost, had been restored.* 
There can be no doubt that He Himself wished to 
be recognised by them as essentially the same as ever, 
and that they acknowledged Him to be so. 

While all this, however, was the case, it is im- 
possible not to see that, whatever the amount of 
likeness, a marked change had taken place in our 
Lord’s resurrection-body; and the same narratives 
which tell us of the likeness tell us also of the change. 
Thus, not only on the day of His Resurrection, but 

*John xxi. ? Luke xxiv. 44, 


Matt. xxvili. 10; John xx. 17, 
‘Matt. xxviii. 9; John xx. 20, 
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on the first day of the following week,—the very 
occasion, that is, when He invited Thomas to put 
his fingers into the prints of the nails, and his hand 
into His side,—we are told that He came and stood 
in the midst of the disciples although the doors 
were shut; and, from the marked manner in which 
the Evangelist repeats the statement, it is clear that 
he regarded this mode of entrance as supernatural.1 
At Emmaus He as suddenly vanished out of the 
sight of the two with whom He had sat down to eat.? 
He seems to have passed from place to place with a 
rapidity beyond that of ordinary locomotion. We 
never read of His retiring as of old for rest or food 
to the homes of any of His disciples. We hear nothing 
of His hunger, or thirst, or weariness. Even when ° 
He allayed the fears of His disciples by showing 
them His hands and His side, He indicated that 
He was not exactly what He had been, by speaking 
not of His “flesh and blood,” but of His “flesh and 
bones” ;? while the fact of the Ascension, and every 
notion that we can form of the heavenly abode, are 
incompatible with the idea that His resurrection-body 
was subject to the same conditions of ponderable mat- 
ter as before. Nor is this all, for the manner of our 
Lord’s intercourse with His disciples after Hig 
Resurrection bears hardly fewer marks of change 
than the nature of His person. He no longer accom- 
panied them, as He had been wont to do, upon their 


1Note 5. 3ZLuke xxiv. 31. *Note 6. 
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journeys, but sent them forth alone, and met them at 
the close.1 When Mary Magdalene, in the first joy 
of her discovery that He was again before her, would 
have clung to Him, He said, “Touch Me not, for I 
am not yet ascended to My Father” ;? and, when He 
came in contact with the others, there was a mysteri- 
ousness in His bearing, and a reserve in His mani- 
festations of Himself, very different from what had 
been exhibited by Him during His previous life. 

Facts like these undoubtedly lead us to infer that 
after His Resurrection our Lord was not the same as 
He had been before He died, and that the body with 
which He came forth from Joseph’s tomb was different 
from that which had been laid in it, and was already 
glorified. 

There are other considerations tending in the 
same direction; and, as the point with which we are 
now dealing is one of the most momentous in our 
whole inquiry; as it has the closest bearing upon the 
evidence; and as it alone makes unspeakably precious 
what would otherwise have little influence upon 
either our life or hope, it is necessary to examine 
them :— 

1. First, then, it ought to be observed that the 
Glorification of Jesus began at His Resurrection, not 
at His Ascension. All allow that the Saviour, now 
exalted in the heavens, has a body different from 
that which He possessed on earth. When did He 

*Matt. xxviii. 10-17. *Note 7. 


Ines OF OUR LORD 15 





assume it? There is not a word in the New Testa- 
ment to favour the idea entertained by many that 
He did so only at the moment when, on the Mount 
of Olives, He took His last farewell of His disciples, 
and returned to the immediate presence of the 
Father.1 Nay, more, it is impossible not to feel 
that this idea assigns to the Ascension an import- 
ance of an entirely different kind from that assigned 
to it in Scripture. August as the Ascension is, and 
infinitely precious to the Church as the manifest 
entrance of her Lord upon the High Priestly office 
which is continually discharged by Him in heaven, 
it is not regarded by the sacred writers as in itself 
one of the great redemptive acts of Jesus. They 
deal only with two such acts in the later period of 
His history—His Death and His Resurrection.? To 
the Ascension a different place and meaning are 
ascribed. Three of the four Evangelists do not even 
mention it;* while the words of one of the three, and 
the other acts recorded by him of his Risen Master, 
lead directly to the conclusion that he associated 
everything essential to the Glorification of Jesus with 
that moment when He left the “linen cloths lying” 
in the grave, and “the napkin that was about His 
head rolled up in a vlace by itself.”* It is the same 


*Note 8. 

2 Luke xxiv. 26; Rom. x. 9, xiv. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 3-4; 1 Thess. 
iv. 14; 1 Peter i. 19-21; Rev. i. 18; John. ii. 22, ete. 

The words of Mark xvi. 19 do not belong to the true text 
of that Gospel. *Note 9, 
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with St. Peter and St. Paul in their discourses and 
their letters. The Resurreetion is their central theme. 
Even when the former speaks of the ministry of 
Christ as extending from the baptism of John to the 
day that He was taken up, the event upon which he 
fixes as standing in need of “witnesses,” is the 
Resurrection ;! and when the latter, in 1 Timothy 
iii. 16, gathers together six parts of “the mystery of 
godliness,” he does not say “received up into glory,” 
but “received up in glory,’—the glory was already 
there. 

There is no better foundation for the still more 
prevalent idea that the change produced upon the 
body of our Lord was gradual,—that it began at His 
Resurrection, went on in a progressive course during 
the forty days that elapsed between the Resurrection 
and the Ascension, and was only completed at the 
latter.2 No evidence can be adduced in support of 
such a view. Scripture affords no trace of an advance 
from one stage of glorification to another. Some of 
the most marvellous appearances of the Risen Saviour, 
those removing Him furthest from the condition of 
ordinary humanity, belong to the very day of His 
Resurrection; and the language of St. John, when 
he describes each of the appearances recorded by 
him as a “manifestation” *® of Jesus, implies more 
than that our Lord simply made Himself known to 
His disciples upon these occasions. At Cana of 

* Acts i. 22. * Note 10. ® John xxi. 14, 
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Galilee, when He turned the water into wine, we are 
told that He “manifested” His glory, that is, that 
He caused rays of His hidden glory to shine forth. 
In like manner He now “manifested” Himself, that 
is, He revealed Himself out of a hidden glory into 
which He had passed; and this glory could only be 
the glory of His eternal state, not waiting to be 
begun, but begun already.” 

2. The view now taken is further confirmed by 
the fact that the triumph of our Lord began at His 
Resurrection, and neither at His Ascension nor at 
any point intermediate between that event and His 
Resurrection. When He rose His work of redemp- 
tion, in so far as it involved suffering, was complete. 
Nay, not only all positive suffering, but all humilia- 
tion, the thought of which it is not possible to separate 
from that of suffering, then terminated for ever. 
Sorrow could no longer touch His soul, such sorrow 
at least as He had known when He was “the Man 
of sorrows and acquainted with grief.” He Himself 
had said to His disciples at the last supper, that 
“henceforth,” from that moment onward, He should 
drink only the “new wine” of His Father’s king- 
dom. When His soul was thus delivered, His 
body must have enjoyed a parallel and equal deliver- 
ance. There could be no dualism in His resurrection- 
state even for forty days,—the spirit free, the body 
bound, the one drinking a full cup of gladness, the 

1John ii, 11, *Note 11. 


18 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 


Fe PUY SO ec ec 
other still tasting the cup of woe. When the reward 
began, the glory in all its parts must have begun 
also; and, if the latter was not perfect, neither was 
the former. Scripture says nothing in this matter of 
degrees of glory rising successively above each other. 

3. A third point must still be noticed, the bearing 
of which upon the question before us cannot be over- 
, looked. Our Lord’s Resurrection is the type and 
‘ model of our own. Through union with Him we live. 
, In conformity to Him lie both our present and our 
future glory. Whatever is told us of our own destiny 
must have had its analogy in Him. Were it not so, 
the whole argument of the Apostle Paul in 1 Cor. xyv., 
and other similar passages of his Epistles, would be 
undermined. It would be impossible to accept the 
doctrine of the Second Adam, or to behold in the 
Risen and Glorified Lord the “first fruits of them 
that sleep.” 

But we are left in no doubt as to the teaching of 
Scripture with regard to the general nature of that 
body with which believers rise. Thus, in Matt. xxii. 
30, our Lord Himself says that “in the resurrection 
they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but 
are as angels in heaven.” In 1 Cor. xv. 50 we read 
“Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth 
corruption inherit incorruption.” In 1 Cor. vi. 13 we 
-Tead again, with the same idea at the bottom of 
the words, “Meats for the belly, and the belly for 
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meats: but God shall bring to nought both it and 
them.” Passages such as these, even if they stood 
alone, would be sufficient to show that the body with 
which the believer rises from the grave cannot be the 
same as it is now; and that the heavenly world de- 
mands an organisation and functions different from 
those possessed by us in our present state. “Flesh 
and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God.”? 
Before they are fitted for a world in which there is 
neither change nor death, they must be changed; they \ 
must, in whatever way we endeavour to conceive 
of it, become different from what they are. The 
passages just quoted do not stand alone. There is 
another in which St. Paul expressly describes the 
change upon those who shall inherit the kingdom 
denied to “flesh and blood.” “There is sown,” he 
says, “a natural body; there is raised a spiritual body. 
If there is a natural body, there is also a spiritual 
body.” ? By the first of these expressions we are not 
to understand something conformable to nature, but 
the psychical, the soulish, something adapted to 
the psychical, the soulish life in man—that life 
which is possessed by us in common with the 
lower animals, and as it is when viewed apart 
from the higher spiritual principle which fits us for 
communion and fellowship with God. By the second 
we are not to understand the thin, the ethereal, 
the ghostly, but the pneumatical, the spiritual, 
11 Cor. xv. 50. 21 Cor. xv. 44. Comp. note 12. 
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something adapted to spiritual life in man,—that 
life possessed by us when God dwells in us, and 
we in Him. The words say nothing in either case 
of the material particles of our bodies. They do 
not describe them as being on this side the grave 
gross, sluggish, ponderable, as on the other side 
refined, quick, imponderable. For aught we know, 
the particles of the body in this dim spot of earth 
may be of the same nature as they shall be in the 
bright home of heaven. There is no need to imagine 
that they must differ in their essence; they may be 
only subject to a different law. Modern science 
throws light upon this supposition; and, by what it 
has revealed to us of the structure of the universe, 
may be even said to lend it a degree of probability 
which it might not otherwise possess. Spectral 
analysis favours the idea that, to the remotest sys- 
tems of the infinite depths of space, the constitu- 
ent elements of all created bodies resemble one an- - 
other; while it has also shown that they are more or 
less the same as those of earth. Does any one sup- 
pose that, considering the different relations inj 
which these bodies stand to the centre of their own 
systems, or to the systems rolling around them, the 
laws of relationship between them and all that moves 
upon their surface will also be the same? This can- 
not be. The particles constituting a living creature 
upon one planet may, when transferred to another, 
be themselves the same, but the laws under which 
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they repel or combine with one another, as well as 
their funuctions and powers, may be different. The 
amount of gravity, for example, at the surface of the 
various bodies of the solar system is very different. 

Thus also with our bodies. The laws of relation 
among their particles may change in the transition 
from the natural to the spiritual body; but it does 
not follow that the particles themselves must so 
change their nature as not to deserve the name of 
bodily particles at all. In its fundamental atoms the 
“spiritual” body may be as truly a body as the 
“natural” one. 

As, too, our experience affords an analogy to the 
nature of the change referred to, so also it helps us 
to comprehend the principle by the operation of which 
that change appears to be effected. 

Even in our present state we have well-authenti- 
cated instances of the wonderful influence that can be 
exercised by the spirit over the body;! and we have 
only to suppose, what we must suppose, that in the 
state of the redeemed the spirit shall be endowed with 
a glorious strength, far surpassing the highest measure 
attainable by it in this world, in order to feel that the 
body may then also be so changed as to be no longer 
involved in the same conditions as before. In this 
way the “spiritual” body for which we wait may still be 
a body, although its needs, its functions, and its powers 
may be wholly diverse from what they at present are. 

*Note 13. 
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But what befalls us must have befallen our Lord. 
As our great Forerunner in the way to heaven, as our 
Pattern and Exemplar within the veil, He did not 
take upon Him our nature only for the three-and- 
thirty years of His life on earth. He took it into 
union with His own Divine nature for ever. He 
formed with it an indissoluble tie. He bound it to 
Himself in such a way that it was necessary for Him 
to share its fortunes whatever they might be, whether 
of weakness or strength, of joy or sorrow, of fixity or 
change. To think that at any future time, or in any 
future circumstances, our body may be one thing, 
while our Lord’s body was, in the same circumstances, 
a different thing, would be to deprive the Incarnation 
of its meaning, and to invalidate the force of the en- 
couragement which it supplies. 

It follows from all this that the body with which 
Jesus rose was not the same as that with which He 
died. At one moment or another of those mysteri- 
ous hours during which He lay in the tomb in the 
garden a great change took place: the “natural” be- 
came a “spiritual” body; what was sown in “corrup- 
tion,” in this corruptible and mortal flesh, was raised 
in “incorruption”; what was sown in “weakness” was 
Taised in “power.” 

The remarks now made would in all probability 
be more easily received were it not for the totally 
unfounded impression, that if the resurrection-body 


of our Lord was thus an already glorified body, the 
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change must have been such as would at once strike 


the eye with tokens of the unearthly or the heavenly. 
It is supposed that the words “glory” and “glorify” 
refer to an outer not an inner glory, to a glory like 
that which surrounded Jesus when He was trans- 
figured; and the idea takes firm possession of the 
mind that, when He rose in glory, His raiment and 
His countenance must have shone with a brightness 
at least equal to that which was exhibited on the Holy 
Mount. There is no sufficient ground for thinking so. 
Properly interpreted, “glory” and “glorify” speak 
neither of angelic brightness in the countenance, nor 
of rays of golden light encircling the brow. They 
speak of the glory of sonship, of the glory of the 
revelation of the Father’s love in the suffering and 
sacrifice and death of His well-beloved Son, and of 
that glory at length owned and adored by an assem- 
bled Universe! No statements of the condition of 
our Lord after His Resurrection speak of an outward 
glory. The opposite rather is implied when Mary Mag- 
dalene believed Him to be the gardener; and when 
His disciples, after He did make Himself known to 
them, experienced none of those emotions with which 
the three favoured Apostles were overwhelmed at 
the spectacle of the Transfiguration. Upon our Lord’s 
body, as it came from the tomb, there may have been 
neither outward nor visible change. The change 
which it had undergone may have consisted altogether 
2Note 14. 
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in this, that it was now so plastic under the power 
of the Spirit that both spirit and body coalesced 
into a perfect unity; the old struggle between the 
limitation of the one and the illimitableness of the 
other was entirely and for ever closed.* 

To all that has now been said different objections 
may be offered. 

1. The view taken of our Lord’s resurrection-body 
may be said to be self-contradictory and impossible. 
The objection would have weight were it necessary 
to believe either that the personality of our Lord, in 
the apparently inconsistent acts related of Him, was 
really different,—in one, Divine, in another, human,— 
or that these acts, instead of being a natural expres- 
sion of what He was, were due to a special exercise 
of miraculous power. Both these suppositions are 
unnecessary. If we accept the doctrine of the Incar- 
nation, if we believe that the Eternal Word became 
flesh and tabernacled among us, we must believe that 
our Lord, from that point onwards, always existed, 
not in one state or condition only, but simultaneously 
in two. The two indeed were combined into one: 
united state; yet in such a manner that, at any 
instant, either of them might easily be more promi- 
nent than the other, might easily manifest itself as 
His leading characteristic, because in closer corre- 
spondence than the other with the particular stage of 
His history at the time. Thus, during His life on 

*Note 15. 
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earth, when He moved mainly amidst earthly things, 
what predominated in Him were the points of His 
connexion with earth: after His Resurrection, when 
He moved mainly amidst heavenly things, the points 
of His connexion with Heaven came prominently for- 
ward. In neither case was the less prominent nature 
laid aside. In the former He was still Divine, though 
constantly exerting, in order to maintain the limita- 
tions of His human state, the same act of self-sacrifice 
as that made by Him when He assumed humanity. 
In the latter He was still human, though the limit- 
ations of His humanity were, for the most part, swal- 
lowed up in the illimitableness of His heavenly con- 
dition. The more retired aspect, therefore, if we may 
so speak, of His compound nature might at any mo- 
ment assert itself, without doing violence to the 
other. It might come forward in answer to the de- 
mands of surrounding circumstances: it might with- 
draw to a subordinate position when the demand 
passed away. In all this too, it will be observed, there 
is no miracle specially performed for the occasion. 
The personality as a whole remains the same: it does 
not change the completeness of its compound state; all 
that we can say is that, for adequate reasons, one part 
of it is for the time more prominent than the other. 
Illustrations of what has been said are afforded, dur- 
ing our Lord’s life previous to the cross, by His walk- 
ing on the Sea of Galilee, by His Transfiguration, by 
His slipping out of the hands of the mob at Nazareth, 
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by His sudden withdrawals from the crowds at Jeru- 
salem when they threatened His life too soon.1 Why 
may not illustrations of the same general principle, al- 
though from the opposite point of view, be afforded 
by His life after His Resurrection? And, if He had 
not then completely laid aside His human nature, 
why may He not have shown by such proofs as men 
can best understand that His humanity was real? 
Unless, therefore, we either hold any union of the 
Divine and human to be impossible, or merge the 
two completely into one, making the Divine the 
human or the human the Divine, it seems not un- 
reasonable to think that the one element might oc- 
casionally assert pre-eminence, even in the condition 
in which the other generally ruled. Nor is it pos- 
sible to say that in all this there is anything contra- 
dictory to the nature of matter. We know indeed 
too little of the essence of matter, too little of the 
laws which govern the movements of its infinite- 
simally minute molecules, too little of its relation to 
spirit, and of what may be the effect of its complete 
subserviency to spirit, to entitle us to assert that the © 
existence of such a body as that now spoken of is im- 
possible. Is it even more wonderful than the fact of 
which we are told by physicists, that in the instant or 
half-instant needed to flash the electric spark from 
Europe to America, the molecules not only of three 
thousand miles of wire, but of the sheathing in which 
*Note 16. 
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the wire is enclosed, and of the water in its im- 
mediate neighbourhood, have either changed ‘their 
place or been affected? There is undoubtedly the 
exertion of a new power; but how innumerable are 
the powers in the universe of which we yet know 
nothing! If we may not: fully comprehend, the 
analogies around us may at least bid us be silent. 

2. It may be urged that, even if the general idea 
of such a body as that of which we have spoken be 
admitted, it is difficult, if not impossible, to believe 
that the transition to it could have been effected in a 
moment. A gradual, not an instantaneous, change to 
the new body, it may be said, is alone intelligible. 
Even those who may adopt this view, however, would 
be compelled to admit that the forty days between 
the Resurrection and the Ascension are the only 
period to which they can assign the change; and that 
period is far too short to be of the slightest use for 
such a purpose. If the process of change is to be 
thought of as gradual, ages upon ages are too little 
for its completion. In this respect, therefore, the 
suddenness of the change is in its favour rather than 
the reverse; for such suddenness is not without 
analogy in other parts of the history both of our 
Lord Himself, and of His people. What was the 
Incarnation? Was not the light which from “the 
beginning” had been shining in the darkness then 
embodied in an instant? Was not a “holy thing” then 
born into the world at once? and, if the idea of the 
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perfect development of the race in its moral and 
spiritual aspects was thus suddenly realised, why may 
there not have been something equally sudden in 
the bodily development of Him who is the type of 
the race, not only in its inward and spiritual, but also 
in its outward and material, aspects?* And then as 
to Christ’s people. The Apostle Paul tells us of those 
who shall be alive upon the earth at the Lord’s Sec- 
ond Coming, that they shall be changed “in a mo-_ 
2 What is pos- 
sible in their case cannot have been impossible in 
their Lord’s. The transition from one great stage of 
being to another, from unconsciousness to conscious- 
ness, from death to life, must always be sudden. * 
There may be long preparation; the elements may be 
long ripening for what is to come; but, when the hour 
does come, it must be with the rapidity of an electric 
stroke; the gulf between the past and the present 
must be crossed at one bound. 

3. It may be objected that the change spoken of 
is inconsistent with the preservation of personal 
identity. If our Lord did not rise with the very body 
with which He died, was He still the same Lord? The 
objection proceeds upon the supposition that personal 
identity depends upon the preservation of the same 
material and ponderable particles of the body, and that, 
too, in the same relation to each other. Such a sup- 
position is at variance with facts. The particles of the 

*Note 17. ?1 Cor. xv. 52. 
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human body, it is well known, undergo such continual 


change, that in the body of the youth there is probably 
not one that belonged to the body of the child; in the 
body of the old man not one that belonged to the body 
of the youth. Yet personal identity is preserved 
through these different periods of life. The youth 
is the same personal individual being as the child, the 
old man the same as the youth. They know them- 
selves, and we know them, to be so. The experiences 
of the earlier stages of our lives are, in their later 
stages, as truly ours, and ours alone, as at the moment 
when they were made. The memories of any one - 
period of our existence belong to no one but ourselves, 
and do what we like we cannot transfer them to an- 
other. We are a part of all that we have seen, al- 
though now, when we look back, not one atom may be 
left of the old eye that saw. Nor is it thus only with 
man. It is the law of all existence. That which con- 
stitutes the identity of a grain of wheat is preserved, 
although the grain passes into the blade, the blade 
into the ear, the ear into the full corn in the ear. That 
which constitutes the identity of an insect is preserved, 
although the changes that take place in it are often so 
great that long-continued and patient tracing of its 
growth is necessary to establish a conclusion which 
would be rejected by every ordinary observer as in- 
credible! In neither of these cases is there the slight- 
est resemblance between the beginning and the end; 
*Note 18. 
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not one particle of matter is left in its old relations: 
yet identity is not destroyed. Upon what personal 
identity really depends is an altogether different 
question, and we are not called upon to answer it. 
We know too little either of the body or the soul, or 
of the particular law which, regulating their relation 
to one another, constitutes the personality of each 
individual, to be able to throw any light upon such a 
point. It is enough to urge that no change in the 
bodily frame, however sudden or complete, necessarily 
affects the identity of him in whom the change takes 
place. We can easily conceive our bodies to be en- 
dowed with properties altogether different from those 
which they now possess; to be under laws of limita- 
tion from which they are now free; to be free from 
laws of limitation by which they are now bound; to 
be independent of the means of sustenance now abso- 
lutely indispensable to continued life; to be possessed 
of organs of sensation elevated to a degree of ac- 
curacy and power of which we have no experience; 
to be delivered from all that hinders them from ac- 
companying the soul in its loftiest or most distant 
flights,—while yet we ourselves shall remain the 
same beings as we are, in everything that makes ex- 
istence either personal to us or a worthy object of 
desire. Must it have been otherwise with Christ?: 
We cannot too completely dispel the idea, ever apt 
to linger in the mind, that unless our Lord rose with 
the particles of His human body the same, and under 
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ferent Lord, a different personality, from what He 
was. 

These objections, then, may be dismissed, and we 
may return to the fundamental proposition of the 
present Lectures, that the body with which our Lord — 
rose from the grave, though still a true body, was not 
the same as that with which He died. 

If so, it cannot fail to be observed how eblatay 
unique is the fact with which we have to deal. Viewed 
even in its simplest form, indeed, the story of our 
Lord’s Resurrection, as that of a rising from the 
grave, may justly be spoken of as unique. There have 
been stories of other so-called resurrections, when 
the popular mind, awed by the gigantic virtues or 
vices of heroes or of tyrants, has fancied to itself 
that those who had so deeply moved the world 
must return to this stage of life from which they had 
for the moment disappeared. But not one of whom 
such expectations were entertained was ever supposed 
to have actually died. It was not to death that the 
subjects of these popular legends succumbed; it was 
to sleep, only sleep prolonged for years or centuries.} 
If, however, even as compared with them, the Resur- 
tection of our Lord, in any form in which it is possible 
to think of it, was unique, it possesses, when looked - 
at in its true nature, a stamp of uniqueness wholly 
different and infinitely higher. They were, at the 


1Note 19. 
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most, only resurrections to the old conditions of life, 
to be followed in due time by death. Here there was 
not only no more death; there was a total change. 
The Risen One was the same, yet not the same. A 
wonderful transition had taken place; and, although 
in the root of His Being the Christ of the resurrec- 
tion-morning was the same as formerly, His body was 
yet in many respects different from what it had been 
when He died on Calvary. The Lord Jesus rose, but 
not to His old condition—that is the teaching of the 
New Testament, and the whole value of Christ’s 
Resurrection is involved in it. 

Such then is the fact with which we have to deal. 
Let us note two consequences which follow from it; 
the first connected with the Evidence, the second with 
the Effect that the evidence ought to produce on us. 

1. As to the Evidence, we cannot expect it to be 
in all respects similar to that which proves the reality 
of the life of Jesus before His crucifixion. In point 
of fact we know that it is not. It is the evidence of 


believers only; and from the days of Celsus down- 


| wards it has been urged that the Christian cause is 


weakened by this fact. Even now there is an im- 
pression upon many minds that our evidence would 
have been much stronger and more irresistible than 
it is, had it also been borne by the world; had Jesus 
showed Himself not to disciples only, witnesses chosen 
before of God, but to all the people—to Pharisees and 
Sadducees, to the judges who condemned Him, and to 
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the soldiers who nailed Him to the cross. What has 
been said ought completely to expose the fallacy of 
such reasoning. If our Lord’s post-resurrection state 
was such as has been described, it was not possible 
for Him to come into contact with the world again. 
To have done so would have’ been to renew His Pas- 
sion. That Passion consisted in other things besides 
sufferings deliberately inflicted upon Him by the 
world. Mere intercourse with the world caused no 
small part of it. To have His aims misunderstood, 
His motives misinterpreted, His invitations scorned; 
to have the very works in which the glory of Hig 
Father most conspicuously appeared traced to a 
league -on His part with Beelzebub; to find that 
much of the Divine seed sown by Him fell upon the 
hard wayside, and was taken away before it could 
penetrate the heart; to come into hourly contact with 
ignorance instead of knowledge, selfishness instead of 
love, oppression instead of justice, formalism instead 
of piety, truth perverted by its appointed guardians, 
His Father’s house turned into a den of thieves, the 
wretched denied consolation, man living without God 
and dying without hope,—all this was suffering and 
sorrow; it was His burden and His cup of woe. No 
approach even to a fresh experience of a like kind 
was possible after the burden had been borne and the 
cup drained to the dregs. From the very nature of 
the case, the Risen Lord could come in contact only 
with disciples,—with those in whom, instead of find- 
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ing cause for a renewal of His pain, He might “see 
of the travail of His soul and be satisfied.” If His 
Resurrection was the beginning of His glory, it would 
have been a reversal of the whole plan of our re- 
demption, a confounding of the different steps of the 
economy of grace, had He “after His passion” 1 
presented Himself alive to any but disciples. 

But that is not all. It was not only on His own 
account that our Lord, having now entered upon His 
Glorification, could no more show Himself to the 
_ world; it was also because the world could neither 
have understood Him nor borne true witness to Him. 
The mere sensuous perceptions of men could not have 
appreciated what He was; and the impressions of 
ordinary observers would have been false. Having 
known Him only as a man, with the limitations and 
wants of other men, what would they have thought 
when they saw Him unconfined by these limitations, 
unaffected by these wants, no longer dependent upon 
food, and suddenly appearing and disappearing as the 
inhabitant of some higher sphere, but either that He 
was a spirit or that He was not the same Jesus as 
before? We have no right, therefore, to ask for evi- 
dence from the world of the Resurrection of our Lord. 
It was not an arbitrary thing in the Almighty to 
reject such evidence, nor was it part of a judicial pro- 
cess, in order that those who had not turned their 


eyes to the Christ in His humiliation might be de- 
* Acts i. 3. 
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prived of the opportunity of beholding Him in His 
exaltation. It was necessary: it was an essential part 
of that fitness of things which God never violates. 
The world could not have borne witness to what Jesus 
had become; and, because it could not, it had no op- 
portunity of making the attempt. 

2. As to the Effect which the evidence ought to 
have on us, it follows from what has been said that 
we cannot have a true view of the Resurrection of our 
Lord until we have come within the circle of Christian 
truth, and have been spiritually prepared to apprehend 
it. The Resurrection is more than an outward fact; 
it has a transcendental meaning. Proof of the out- 
ward fact men may have—such proof as has led many 
to believe that there is no fact of the past so well at- 
tested. But the fact alone is of comparatively small 
importance. It is a miracle; so is the raising of 
Lazarus or of the widow’s son at Nain. We cannot 
say of any one miracle that it is greater or smaller 
than another in respect of evidential power. It may 
be more or less striking, more or less calculated to 
impress the imagination or to touch the feelings— 
but what passes in the least degree beyond human 
capability brings us at once into the presence of the 
Divine. It is not wrong then to say that the mere 
fact of our Lord’s rising again is of comparatively 
small importance. Had He returned to a human state 
altogether similar to His former one it would con- 
cern us little. Like any other miracle, it might help 
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to convince us that Christianity is from God, but it 
would have no organic connexion with our own Chris- 
tian life; it would neither satisfy our wants nor 
appease our longings. What we care to believe is 
that, after His Resurrection, our Lord entered on a 
new and spiritual stage of being; that He moved in 
another region—in another world; that He was no 
longer spirit dwelling in a tabernacle of clay, but 
spirit expressing itself in a form wholly suitable to 
its nature as pure spirit, and lifted above the condi- 
tions by which it had been formerly confined. This 
cannot be felt by those who are living outside the 
circle of Christian truth; and only, therefore, when 
they come within that circle can they acknowledge the 
full power of the evidence of the Resurrection of 
Christ, because only then can they comprehend its 
meaning. 
It may indeed be said that the Apostles preached 
the Resurrection of their Lord to the Jews and to 
the world as a fundamental verity of the Christian 
faith, and that they expected the world to be con- 
vinced by the assertion that God had raised Him from 
the dead. Undoubtedly they did. But when they did 
so, they did not proclaim the Resurrection simply as 
a miracle. They proclaimed it in all the depth of its 
meaning, in all the vastness of its issues, as a part of 
the whole body of Christian truth, that it might thus 
touch the hearts of the susceptible and stir the little 
spark of conscious relation to God which is by nature 
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in the breast of every one, and which, when not sup- 
pressed or extinguished, is waiting to kindle into 
flame in the presence of the full brightness of The 
Truth. The preaching of the Resurrection of our 
Lord by His Apostles was not simply a display of 
evidence. It was that, but it was more. It was the 
assertion of a truth of Christianity, which, by its _ 
meaning, unified and irradiated all other Christian F 
truths. The two things reacted on each other. The 
fact, resting on its appropriate evidence, invited to the 
consideration of its own transcendental meaning; the 
transcendental meaning, showing the place of the fact 
in the Divine economy of grace, gave probability and 
even confirmation to the fact. This is the sacred 
circle of truth, the thought of whose completeness 
somewhere is suggested to every one by the intima- 
tions of his own breast. When we catch a glimpse 
of the whole, we can best determine whether the small 
arc on which we are standing is a part of that whole, 
or whether it belongs to some other circle. In vain 
should we attempt to make the truth easier of accept- 
ance by insisting only upon single parts of it for a 
time. It is not by a mutilated but by a whole gospel 
that we best win men to the faith of Christ. First one 
part of it attracts them, then a second part is seen, 
and perhaps a third; as yet isolated, unconnected, 
but awakening the thought that there is the same 
measure of circularity in each; until at last the con- 
viction forces itself upon the mind that they are really 
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parts of the same circle, and the circle itself stands 
before the view in all its completeness, around Him 
as its centre who is the centre of all truth, the Life 
and the Light of men. 

Thus, then, we have suggested to us the course 
which ought to be taken in connexion with the sub- 
ject of these Lectures. In the first instance we have 
to deal with history. The fact that the Lord did rise 
must rest upon a firm basis of historical evidence. 
No wants or longings of the heart of man, no moral 





or religious considerations of any kind whatever, can 
of themselves establish such a fact. The fact must 
precede the dogma, if dogma it can be called, not the 
dogma the fact. But we cannot pause there. We 
must try to ascertain the meaning of the fact, to 
assign to it its position in the arrangements of the 
Almighty for the human race, and to see if it be not a 
fitting step. in some great process, a part of some 
great plan. Then we shall have fresh evidence con- 
firmatory of the historical, and the historical evidence 
will possess fresh power. Until the whole case, there- 
fore, has been looked at, those perplexed with diffi- 
culties ought to suspend their judgment; and let it 
be the earnest prayer of each of us that, upon a 
matter involving such momentous issues, we may all 
be guided into all the truth. 
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LECTURE II 


“This Jesus hath God raised up, whereof we all are wit- 
nesses.” Acts ii. 32. 


From the general considerations mentioned in my 
last Lecture in connexion with the Resurrection of 
our Lord, I proceed to the evidence for the fact. Yet 
it is only a brief summary of this evidence that can 
now be attempted. We must hasten onwards, with 
as little delay as possible, to the theories which have 
been brought forward to weaken its force, and to the 
dogmatic and practical value of the fact itself. 


I 


I begin with the evidence of St. Paul; partly be- 
cause of its clearness and the weight of the circum- 
stances attending it; partly because it is that of 
which we possess the earliest record; for, to say 
nothing of its other sources, it is contained in the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, written before either 
the Apocalypse or the Gospels. It is not necessary 
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to dwell in detail upon the particulars given us of 
that occasion on which St. Paul believed that he be- 
held the Risen Lord, and of which we have no fewer 
than three accounts in the Acts of the Apostles,—one 
by the author of that book, the other two from the 
lips of St. Paul himself.1. These particulars are 
familiar to every one. 

It has indeed been urged that variations in the 
narratives destroy their value, indicating for them 
either a mythical origin, or a tendency of the writer 
so to frame his story on each particular occasion as 
to adapt it to the circumstances in which he was 
introducing the Apostle at the time. But the differ- 
ences are not greater than will always be found in ac- 
counts of the same event, given by different actors or 
even by the same actor at different periods of his life. 
Through them all the statement stands prominently 
forth, that Saul, on his way to Damascus, and in the 
circumstances described, beheld the Risen and Glori- 
fied Lord. | : 

The passages, 1 Cor. ix. and xv. 8, are to the 
same effect. The first of these, “Am I not an 
Apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?” ? derives 
its whole force from the fact that St. Paul had actu- 
ally seen the Lord after His Resurrection, and had 
received his apostolical commission from Him in the 
same way as his fellow-apostles. In the second, 
“And, last of all, as unto one born out of due time, 

* Acts ix. 1-30; xxii. 1-21; xxvi. 2-23. *Note 20. 
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He appeared to me also,” the thought of a_ bodily 
appearance of the Risen Saviour is rendered necessary 
by the whole argument of the chapter, which unques- 
tionably refers to a bodily resurrection of: believers. . 

It is not enough, however, to dwell on passages 
such as these, in which St. Paul directly asserts that 
he had seen the Risen Lord. We have to remember 
the effect produced upon him by what he saw. That 
effect is indeed no sufficient proof that his impressions 
were well founded, but it is a proof how deeply he 
was himself convinced that the sight had been real 
and not imaginary. It changed the whole current 
of his life. It supplies the key at once to his labours 
and his system of Christian thought. His conception 
of the Christian life is founded on itt. It moulded 
and fashioned him. It made him what he was. It 
filled his life with all that he felt. to be worth living 
for. It stirred him with that zeal. which never 
wearied. It led him to accept his sufferings not 
merely with patience but with joy. It taught him to 
welcome the hour of his departure, though he ex- 
pected it amidst the pains of martyrdom, as a king 
wailing to be crowned welcomes the approach of his 
coronation.? . 

To all this we have the most ample testimony 
from his own lips. In the case of the Gospel -wit- 
nesses of the Resurrection of Jesus, we have for the 


most part nothing except brief statements of whas 
*Rom. vi. 3-6. +2 Tim. iv. 6-8: 
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they saw of their Risen Master; and we can only infer 
that that sight roused them from their despondency 
to the new and vigorous life of the early Church. 
In the case of St. Paul, upwards of twenty 
years of unparalleled labours are before us, with 
Epistles of his own, laying open, at every stage of 
that long period, the inmost feelings of his heart, 
revealing often in the most incidental manner the 
motives by which he was animated, enabling us to 
study him with the most minute analysis, showing us 
the whole secret of his life and work. And what 
was that secret? It has been said by the great leader 
of the negative school of criticism on the Continent 
that it was the impressiveness with which the death 
of Jesus came all at once to stand before his soul, 
and that “from the moment of the revelation in which 
the Son of God was revealed in him, he lives only in 
the contemplation of the Crucified One; his whole 
system of thought turns upon this one fact.”* The 
same idea, though not used for the same purpose, 
probably prevails in much wider circles. But it is 
not correct. The importance attached by St. Paul 
to the death of Christ depends not simply on the fact 
that Jesus died, but on the fact that he who so died 
was afterwards the Risen One. It was not by the 
thought of the death of Christ as a sacrifice for sin 
that St. Paul was led to the thought of His Resurrec- 
tion. The process in his mind was the reverse. It 
*Baur, History of the First Three Centuries, p. 47. 
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was the thought of His Resurrection, the thought that 
by it He had been proved to be the Son of God with “ 
power, which showed the peculiarity and importance 
of His death. Christ himself, the Second Adam, 
the “Man from heaven,” is the centre of the Pauline 
Theology; and it was as the Risen Lord that He. 
appeared to him in that character. Even were we 
to accept Baur’s view, we should still have to ex- 
plain how that death upon the cross, which in the 
eyes of a Jew was fatal to Messianic claims, not only 
lost its shame to the Apostle, but became to him the 
germinating principle of a new order of things by 
which the world was to be transfigured and glorified. 
There would be only one solution of the difficulty, and 
that solution the Resurrection.1 Hence it is that, in 
many a passage in which St. Paul speaks of Jesus, 
His Resurrection, although it may not be expressed, 
is implied. The title “Lord,” in particular, so often 
used by him, always carries us to His heavenly not 
merely to His earthly glory ;? while the general tone 
of the Apostle’s language, both in his addresses in the 
Acts and in his own letters, shows us that faith in a 
risen and living Christ is the undercurrent by the 
force of which he is irresistibly borne along, whatever 
at any particular moment are his feelings or purposes 
or aims. It is not conceivable that so powerful an 
effect should have been produced upon him, had he 
not himself been thoroughly satisfied as to the fact to 
1Note 21. Note 22. 
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which alone it can be traced. It is certainly out of 
a conviction as clearly formed and as firmly held as 
human conviction can be that he speaks. Let us sup- 
pose for a moment that he was wrong, it would evi- 
dently have been a hopeless task to try to convince 
him that he was so. We may listen to him or not; his 
testimony will never change. 

All this is the more remarkable when we consider 
that St. Paul was thoroughly alive to the extraor- 
dinary nature of the fact, and that he gives his testi- 
mony. as one who is both aware that it needs con- 
firmation by others, and that he is under a solemn 
sense of responsibility to be faithful. We see the first 
of these points in his summary of witnesses in the 
opening verses of 1 Cor. xv., and in the expression 
which comes in so incidentally at verse 6, when, men- 
tioning the five hundred brethren, he adds, “of whom 
the greater part remain unto this present, but some 
are fallen asleep.” We see the second in verse 15 
of the same chapter, in the horror with which he 
shrinks from being “found” a false witness of God, 
because he has “testified of God that He raised up 
Christ ;” for the word “found” shows us that he is 
thinking of Divine not. human judgment, that he is 
witnessing at the bar of God and not of man.1 

In circumstances such as these, St. Paul gives his 
testimony to the Resurrection of our Lord; and he 
so gives it that the most skilful counsel in a modern 

*Note 23, 
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court of law will scarcely venture to think that, were 
the Apostle now before him, it would be in his power 
to shake it by any cross-examination which he could 
conduct. Even Baur abandoned the attempt to ex- 
plain it fully. “It is true,” he says, “that no analysis, 
whether psychological or dialectical, can detect the 
inner secret of the act in which God revealed His Son 
in him;”1 in other words, the miracle being im- 
possible, and the inner process in the Apostle’s mind 
inexplicable, all that we can do is to ask as to any 
step which prepared the way for his transition to 
the Christian faith. Such a statement cannot satisfy 
inquirers; and it has not done so. Baur’s own 
disciples have been dissatisfied, and have resorted to 
the theory of visions. The value of that theory must 
remain for consideration in my next Lecture. In the 
meantime it is clear that we have, in the Apostle. of 
the Gentiles, not only a witness for a bodily Resurrec- 
tion of our Lord, but one whose evidence is confirmed 
and strengthened by every consideration that can 
lend it weight. 


II 


We have not only the evidence of St. Paul, but 
also that of others of the Apostles. It is true that 
writings of only two or three of their number have 
come down to us, so that we cannot, in the case of 


24, 8., p. 47. 
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all of them, refer to actual words which they em- 
ployed. But, when we can do so, nothing can be 
more explicit than their statements. We have the 
witness of St. Peter, so often given both in the Acts 
of the Apostles and in his own First Epistle, that it 
seems hardly necessary to quote any special passage. 
St. John, in the Apocalypse, speaks of Jesus Christ 
as the “first born of the dead.” ? And the writer of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, while implying through- 
out his whole argument as to the High Priesthood of 
Christ that the Lord is risen, draws his Epistle to a 
close with prayer, on behalf of his readers, to the 
God of peace “who brought again from the dead our 
Lord Jesus.” ® 

We are not, however, left to such words as these. 
Both in the case of those who wrote them, and in 
that of the other Apostles, we have something more 
powerful than words: we have their lives. We can 
compare what they were immediately after the Resur- 
rection with what they were before it. The change 
is marked and striking. The men who, but a few 
days previously, had been so timorous that they had 
shut themselves up in an apartment with closed doors 
for fear of the Jews, now hasten to the most public 
places in Jerusalem, that they may testify to the 
innocence of their Master and to the guilt of those 


* Acts 1. 22; ii. 24-83; iif, 13-15; iv. 10; v. 31, 32; x. 40- 
42; 1 Peter i. 3-21; iii, 18-21. 
* Rev. i. 5. * Heb. xiii. 20. 
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who crucified Him. The men who had not only 
quailed before the authorities when their Lord was 
seized, but had forsaken Him in His hour of utmost 
need, now face without hesitation the highest tri- 
bunal of the land, and openly defy it. The men 
who shrank from suffering-to such a degree that the 
boldest of them disowned his Master’s allusion to its 
coming, now glory in affliction, persecution, and death. 
Weakness has given place to strength, sadness to joy, 
despair to hope. Above all, the narrow prejudices of 
their time have been overcome; and they rise to the 
thought of a whole world gathered into one family of 
God, each nation equally dear to Him, each equally 
fitted to serve Him in its own place. Things like 
these are the tokens of a change so great that we seem 
to move in a region of fiction when we speak of it. 
Yet it is not denied that it was real. How is it to 
be explained? It needs explanation, and no ex- 
planation is even attempted except one. The 
Apostles believed that they had seen the Risen and 
Glorified Lord: whether they deceived themselves is 
not the question now. It is enough for us at present 
that they did believe, and that these results can be 
traced to nothing but that faith. 

Nay, further, we ought not to overlook the fact 
that the very office of Apostle which they held was 
much more intimately associated in their minds with 
the Resurrection of Christ than we commonly sup- 
pose. We have seen how closely the two things were 
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connected in the case of St. Paul. He felt that his 
apostleship depended on his having seen the Risen, 
Lord. . But this was not because to have seen Him 
was a mere matter of Christian privilege, by which 
he was:placed upon an equality with the eleven who 
had been in Christ before him. Both in their case 
and his, the connexion with the Resurrection of Jesus 
was of a much deeper kind; and it lay in the very, 
nature of the apostolic office that the person clothed 
with it must be a “witness” of the truth out of which 
it sprang.1 Every apostolic work or suffering leads, 
therefore, directly to the thought of the Risen 
Saviour. The more faithfully the work was done, the 
more patiently the suffering was met, the more have 
we testimony to Jesus, not simply as He died, but 
as He rose again. 


ITI 


In addition to the evidence of St. Paul and of 
other Apostles, we have also that of many of the first 
disciples of Christ. Putting out of view the appear- 
ance to St. Paul, ten different appearances of the 
Risen Saviour are recorded in the New Testament.? 
It is by no means certain, indeed, that even these are 
the only ones, for the language of St. Luke, when he 
says that “unto the Apostles whom He had chosen 


* Acts i. 22. For a fuller statement on the point see Lec- 
ture VI. "Note 24. 
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He showed himself alive after His passion by many 
proofs, appearing unto them by the space of forty 
days, and speaking the things concerning the king- 
dom of God,”! would seem to imply that there may 
have been other occasions when the Apostles enjoyed 
the opportunity of beholding and conversing with 
their Master. But, whether absolutely all or not, 
ten appearances are those of which alone we have 
positive information, and to them we must. confine 
ourselves. Even the evidence connected with them, 
indeed, there is no time to consider in detail; but it 
is so well impressed on every memory that, without 
attempting this, some of its general characteristics 
may be noted. Let us mark,— 

1. The variety of circumstances under which the 
Risen Saviour appeared. It was not simply to one 
person or set of persons that He manifested Himself 
at different times; nor was it only to persons whose 
frame of mind at the moment may be supposed to 
have been the same. The women in a company; the 
two disciples on the way to Emmaus; the Apostles 
assembled without the doubting Thomas; the same 
Apostles assembled with Thomas in their midst; the 
five hundred brethren; the seven Apostles by the 
Sea of Tiberias; the eleven who were present at the 
Ascension; Mary Magdalene, Peter, James,—each of 
these last alone,—how different are the groups which 
witnessed the stupendous fact! Nor were the feel- 

2 Acts i. 3. 
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ings of these different groups, at the instant when 
the manifestations were made to them, less various 
than the groups themselves. The women departing 
quickly from the sepulchre with fear and great joy; 
Mary Magdalene standing without the sepulchre 
weeping; the two disciples talking in sadness of all 
the things that had happened; the Apostles as- 
sembled with shut doors for fear. of the Jews; the 
same Apostles again assembled, with the addition of 
one who was resolved to put any appearance which 
they might witness to the strictest proof; the brethren 
in Galilee gathered together in obedience to Christ’s 
command, and in wondering expectation of what was 
to happen; the seven engaged in their old occupation 
as fishermen; the eleven at Mount Olivet already 
convinced, their incredulity over, and rejoicing in the 
presence of their Lord with the full assurance that it 
was indeed Himself;—is it possible to conceive a 
greater variety of moods than those in which they 
were, to whom Christ showed Himself alive? On 
many of these occasions, too, our Lord did not appear 
only for a moment, striking them with a sudden 
astonishment, and then disappearing from their sight. 
He spoke to them, and they were able to treasure up 
His words. He gave them in many particulars their 
commission to the world, and in the spirit of it they 
spent their whole future life. He encouraged them 
by His promises, and they found in them their stay 
amidst all the persecutions which they afterwards 
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endured. It is hardly possible to think of a greater 
variety of circumstances calculated to test the reality 
of the impression made on them. 

2. While the opportunities of observation enjoyed 
by the Gospel witnesses were thus favourable, the 
characteristics of their evidence itself are not less 
worthy of our regard. It exhibits a minuteness and 
circumstantiality which it is difficult to connect with 
anything but the position of eyewitnesses in perfect 
possession of every faculty for forming a sound and 
healthy judgment; with eyes to see, and ears to hear, 
and hands to handle; able to give attention to what- 
ever happened in their presence, and with the power 
of memory to retain it. It is distinguished by a 
simplicity which avoids all exaggeration, makes no 
boast of enthusiastic feeling, and frankly confesses a 
large measure of ignorance and blindness; whereas, 
had it been the result of either conscious or uncon- 
scious invention, it could hardly have failed to bear 
marks of the excitement which gave rise to it. At 
the same time it is presented with a gravity and 
seriousness showing how fully alive the witnesses 
are to the nature of the fact to which they testify. 
There is no lightness of sentiment in regard to it, 
but rather a deep and solemn sense of its supreme 
importance—such a sense as leads them to communi- 
cate it with eager haste to one another, and not only 
to speak of it amongst themselves, but to proclaim it 
in the most public and open, in the boldest and most 
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decisive, manner,—in the Temple, in the synagogues, 
before the people, before their rulers, before Gentiles as 
well as Jews, “in Jerusalem and in all Judea and 
Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth.” 

The Resurrection of their Lord was the very kernel 
of their message to mankind—that without which it 
seemed to them that their preaching would have been 
vain, and the faith of their hearers also vain. We 
may sometimes think that even without it they had 
enough to tell the world. Could they not have spoken 
only of the love of Jesus, of His life for man, of His 
death upon the cross, of His holy example, of the 
good hope which He had given of a happier home than 
earth? It is unnecessary to make-such a supposition. 
The more we magnify the other truths of Christianity, 
the more must it seem strange to us that the Resurrec- 
tion of our Lord should hold the place it does in the 
Christian testimony of the early disciples, unless they 
were convineed of its unparalleled importance. 

3. We ought not to forget that the evidence was 
published to the world on the very spot where, and 
at the very time when, the event was said to have 
happened, and that no one was able to controvert it. 
Forty days indeed passed during which there was 
little occasion for contradiction, because the disciples, 
in obedience to their Master’s own command,? made 
no proclamation of the fact. Ten days more fol- 
lowed, while they waited in silence and seclusion for 

* Acts i. 8, *Luke xxiv. 49; Acts i. 8. 


II OF OUR LORD | 53 
NS TEI ee 
the promised Spirit. During that period they had 
ample opportunity for reflection, alike upon what they 
were to preach, and upon the reception which, in 
preaching it, would in all probability await them. We 
cannot suppose that they did not think of these things; 
yet, no sooner were the ten days over, than they at 
once came forth announcing the Resurrection of Jesus 
as a leading part of their message to men. At a 
moment when it was yet possible to test every incident, 
to examine every witness, to expose every trace of 
fraud,—the Apostles openly and unhesitatingly pro- 
claimed the fact.? And all this liability to exposure, 
if the witness was false, continued upwards of twenty 
years, until at least the first Epistle of St. Paul to 
the Corinthians was written. Nor does any serious 
effort seem to have been made by rulers or Pharisees 
to contradict the testimony. Among the people, in- 
deed, the story—spread abroad at the first moment of 
alarm—that the disciples had’ stolen the body, while 
the soldiers of the guard slept, long continued to 
circulate. But no reliance appears to have been 
placed upon it by any in authority. In all the trials 
recorded in the Acts of the Apostles the charge was 
not once repeated by those who had the first preachers 
of the Gospel at their bar. Yet this could not have 
arisen from any idea that the story of the Resurrec- 
tion was either unimportant or unworthy of refuta- 


1 Acts ii. 24. ? Acta iii. 15; iv. 10, 33. 71 Cor. xv. 6. 
: *Matt. xxviii. 16. 
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tion. The most striking proof of the contrary is 
indeed afforded by the singular contrast presented by 
the Sadducees in their eager opposition to the first 
preachers of the Gospel, and their general indifference 
to the preaching of our Lord Himself. The preaching 
of the Resurrection, not of the general resurrection, 
but of that of Jesus Himself as a thing which had 
actually taken place, roused within them a spirit of 
persecution from which they had hitherto been free.! 
Even before the event happened, the chief priests had 
been desirous to anticipate it.? It was indeed the most 
urgent interest of all, whether Pharisees or Sadducees, 
to refute the fact. The Church which they so much 
dreaded was rising round them by the preaching of 
the Resurrection of its Founder. Thousands were 
converted by the tidings that One whom they had 
crucified as a malefactor had been brought back 
by the Almighty from the grave. If this state- 
ment was true, they, and not the Christians, were in. 
opposition to that God in the knowledge of whom 
they gloried,—they, and not their victims, were con- 
tending against the most signal manifestations of 
His will. They were certainly not blind to this; their 
whole conduct proves the contrary. It is not that 
of men indifferent or scornful, but of men who, 
desirous to convict an adversary, have no argument 
_ sufficient for the purpose. They resort neither to 
- evidence nor reason, but to violence—the last argu- 
*Note 25. >Matt. xxviii. 13-15, 
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ment of despair. They threaten, they imprison, they 


rouse popular prejudice against the witnesses of the 
fact; the fact itself they do not touch. 

Are there any defects in this evidence? We are 
told that there are two. 

1. In the first place, it is said that we have no eye- 
witness of the Resurrection itself; no one beheld the 
Saviour rise.1 But what of that? A friend has been 
absent on a journey, and no one witnessed his return. 
Would any member of his family dream for a moment 
of urging, when he is found in his own room, that 
it was not himself? There might be an emotion of 
joyful surprise, and an inquiry when and how he 
came; but it would never occur even to the wildest 
scepticism to question his identity upon a ground so 
trifling as that he had not roused the household when 
he entered. So also in the case before us. The whole 
question turns upon the fact that our witnesses 
recognised their Lord after He rose to be the same 
Lord whom they had known before He died. They 
might have been mistaken; but that consideration 
the objection does not touch. It relates solely to the 
fact that they did not behold Him in the act of rising; 
and, so far, it is absolutely valueless if they after- 
wards knew Him to be the same. He had died, He 
had been buried, He was now beside them; and He 
could not have been so if He had not risen. Or sup- 
pose that they had actually seen Him come forth from 

1Note 26. 
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the tomb on the Resurrection morning, and had pro- 
claimed to the world that they had done so, does any 
one imagine that their evidence would have been 
strengthened by such a statement? Their recogni- 
tion of Him would have had no. more legitimate 
grounds than those upon which it rested at a later 
date; and theories to account for their delusion 
would have been as easily multiplied as they are 
now. 

2. It is urged, as a second defect in our evidence, 
that our different witnesses are inconsistent with each 
other, thus confirming the suspicion that their ac- 
counts are not historical, but mythical or legendary. 
One or two general observations may be made on this. 

There must always be a certain allowance for 
divergences when we have before us narratives of 
the same event by different persons. No two men 
see the same thing exactly in the same way, or receive 
from it precisely similar impressions. If they are 
faithful to themselves, they must differ from one 
another,! and it is the province of the impartial judge 
to disentangle the different statements, and to deter- 
mine whether the fact as a whole, or how much of it, 
is true. This general principle is as fully applicable 
to Scripture as it is to legal processes. However 
miraculous any fact there related may be, nothing 
is more certain than that the record is given us 
through the same laws as those which regulate all 

*Note 27. 
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history; and that we are thus entitled to apply this 
principle to it with the same precision, and to the 
same extent, as in every other case. Statements 
directly and positively contradictory as to the main 
point at issue would undoubtedly justify our rejecting 
it; but where the main point is admitted by every 
witness, slighter differences are not only perfectly 
consistent with its truth, but are of the utmost im- 
portance for establishing it. This is precisely the 
state of matters with which we have now to deal. It 
is denied by no one that through all the evidence 
afforded by our witnesses there runs the one decided 
conviction that their Risen Lord had manifested Him- 
self to them or others. They thoroughly believed 
that; they wished to give expression to their be- 
lief. Unless it can be shown that the dif- 
ferences are such as to lead us to the thought of 
mythical or legendary exaggeration, we are bound 
to give them the benefit of a principle of universal 
application. 

It is further to be observed, therefore, that the 
divergences of our Gospel narratives bespeak an 
origin wholly different from that of the legend or the 
myth. Accretions springing from such sources are 
unregulated and loose. They bear upon them the 
marks of the popular imagination, and they are con- 
nected with hopes cherished by a united people, rather 
than with obligations to a moral and religious state, 
which different classes of a community must see in a 


58 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 





light peculiar to themselves. It is with the latter 
that we have to do. In the case of our Evangelists 
we mark no working of a general fancy heaping up 
various particulars, but special aims in accordance 
with their special circumstances and work. We do 
the Evangelists injustice when we regard them as wit- 
nesses in a court of law, who have been summoned 
to prove a fact, and who have deliberately taken in 
hand to do so. Such is not their position. In those 
days men did not need to have every great fact of 
the Christian faith proved to them by historical narra- 
tive before they believed. They did not wait for one 
witness after another to come forward and demon- 
strate the truth of the varied doings and sufferings of 
their Lord. The first stirrings of faith were awakened 
by the general tradition of the Church. Men were 
attracted to her by the sight of her blessed and glori- 
ous life; and then they were gradually, within her 
bosom, made more and more acquainted with the 
fulness of the facts from which that life sprang, and 
by which it was sustained. So far as their faith was 
at first concerned, they could have done, and they 
actually did, without the Gospels altogether. But 
they naturally desired to hear more of the life of 
Jesus; those who had been eyewitnesses of His 
majesty were as eager to write what they had seen; 
and thus, with a view mainly to the satisfaction of 
present wants, and with little, if any, thought of 
affording for the benefit of future generations a con- 
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temporaneous history of events, our Gospels came into 
existence.! . 

If this be so, it will be at once seen that the point 
of view from which the different accounts of the life 
of Christ given in the Gospels, and, amongst others, 
the different accounts of His Resurrection, sprang, 
could not fail to exercise a material influence upon the 
structure of the narratives. It is not the relation of 
simple objective facts that will occupy the thoughts 
of the writers; it is these facts in the light in which 
they are of special interest to themselves, and to 
those for whom they write. Each writer will select 
what is most appropriate to his object; he will be to 
a certain extent indifferent to its bond of connexion 
with what he is not concerned to relate; he will pass 
suddenly into that for which he cares; and, while he 
will not depart from historical truthfulness, he will yet 
so handle his materials, that in order to understand 
them we must keep distinctly before us his special 
aim. 

Godet, in a short essay on the Resurrection of 
Christ, has touched upon this point. He compares 
the different narratives of the Resurrection to the dif- 
ferent pieces of a child’s map which, when taken 
down, a little care can reconstruct.2 The comparison 
leads the reader to expect too much. We are not 
dealing with the solid pieces of a child’s map, each of 
which fits in exactly to its proper place in the whole. 

Note 28. 2 Conférences Apologétiques, i. p. 15. 
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We are dealing with facts capable of being differently 
viewed, and certain to be so, when brought into contact 
with minds interested in different aspects of the truth. 

In point of fact, when we turn to the narratives 
of the Resurrection in the four Gospels, we find them 
distinguished in a marked degree by this character- 
istic. The purpose of the. different Evangelists is 
simply to present the Resurrection. of their Lord in 
a light corresponding to that in which they had 
treated His whole previous life. Thus it is that St. 
Matthew, having been occupied with the Galilean 
ministry, as that in which he beheld the fulfilment of 
Old Testament prophecy,! and having throughout the 
whole of his Gospel set forth Jesus as the Bringer in 
of a true righteousness, as the great Lawgiver of the 
New Testament Economy, has these thoughts mainly. 
in his mind when he comes to the Resurrection. . The 
appearances in Galilee assume supreme importance in 
his eyes, and the idea of the Lawgiver may be traced 
in those words of the Risen Lord which he alone has 
preserved, “Go ye therefore, and make disciples of 
all the nations, teaching them to observe all things 
whatsoever I commanded you.”? Thus it is that in 
the closing verses of St. Mark’s Gospel, in which the 
early Christian Church recognized a narrative corre- 
spending to the Gospel to which they were added, we 
find particulars and words of the Risen Lord which 
at once ‘recall to us that mighty march of His power 

+Matt. iv. 12-17. *Matt. xxviii. 7, 10, 16-20. 
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with which we have been made familiar by the Gospel 
as a whole.t Thus it is that St. Luke, who had espe- 
cially set forth the human Saviour and the universal- 
ity of His mission of forgiveness, seizes upon those 
things in connexion with the Resurrection which il- 
lustrate the same points. . He alone tells us? of the 
broiled fish eaten by the Risen Jesus for the pur- 
pose of showing that He was still what He had always 
been, the human Friend.*? He alone speaks, not as 
St. Matthew, of teaching all the nations, but of re- 
pentance and remission of sins to be preached to all ;* 
and he alone tells us of the consolatory blessing with 
which, lifting up His hands, the Lord blessed His 
disciples when He ascended to heaven.® Finally, 
it is thus that St. John, to whom Jesus is the prophet 
not so much of Galilee as of Judea, and who had 
been occupied throughout all his Gospel with the 
manifestation of His glory, and with the triumph of 
faith over unbelief, fixes upon those particulars con- 
nected with the Risen Lord which illustrate the same 
truths. The “manifestations” of which he speaks are 
mainly those in Jerusalem; and even these are re- 
lated less for the purpose of convincing us that the 
Lord had risen than for the sake of pointing out the 
nature of His resurrection-state, and the manner in 
which the loftiest: confession of the Gospel was drawn 
forth by it, “My Lord and my God.” 


2Mark xvi. 9-20. 2Zuke xxiv. 41-43. *Note 29. 
*Luke xxiv. 47, 5 Luke xxiv. 50. Note 30. 


62 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 


fae ane ae ese ELI Sees aie 

These differences not only presuppose the existence 
of the same belief; they are inexplicable without it. 
The streams are slightly coloured by the different 
soils through which they have passed, but they con- 
duct us to the same fountain-head ; and that is enough 
for our present purpose. 

The alleged defects in our evidence, therefore, fail 
to establish the point for the sake of which they are 
urged; and we are entitled to fall back upon our 
early Christian witnesses, as witnesses whose evidence 
is marked by all the characteristics that can lend 
it force. 


IV 


A fourth branch of direct evidence is to be found 
in the rise and continued existence of the Christian 
Church, with her life and institutions. It is admitted 
in the fullest manner by those who reject the fact of 
the Resurrection, that the belief of it was absolutely 
necessary to disperse those doubts of the early fol- 
lowers of Christ which had been occasioned by His 
death.1 Let us consider for a moment the importance 
of this admission. The origin of the Christian Church 
cannot be explained without the belief in the Resur- 
rection of her Head. Then it must be impossible to 
show that Christianity and the Church were a mere 
stage of human development, a mere product of 
natural forces working at the moment, unless it can 


*Note 31. 
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also be shown that not only the idea of a resurrec- 


tion, but of such a resurrection as that of our Lord, 
was one of these forces, and that at least the germs 
of the belief already existed in the preparatory stage. 
We must be able to educe from the ideas of the time 
preceding something that: approaches to the concep- 
tion of a risen and glorified human body. Natural 
development of ideas admits of no sudden break—of 
no introduction of anything entirely new. It may well 
be doubted whether more is not lost than gained by 
the admission before us to the cause for which it is 
alleged. But, apart from that, it only throws us a 
step further back. If there was no Resurrection of 
our Lord, how did men come so to believe in it as to 
form themselves into a Christian Church; to separate 
themselves at great cost from the community around 
them; to constitute themselves into a distinct body, 
with rules, principles, aims, and hopes, which were 
both a new thing on the earth and peculiar to them- 
selves? Hither the fact must have taken place by 
Divine interposition, or the culminating moment of 
a long process of preparation for it in the natural 
education of the world must have come. Our op- 
ponents hardly meet us here in a perfectly straight- 
forward spirit. When it is their object to discredit 
the testimony upon which we rest, all those expres- 
sions of the Evangelists which illustrate the mysteri- 
ous and apparently unnatural character of the body 
of the Risen Lord are brought prominently forward. 
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When it is their object to show that a conception of 
immortality, or even of a bodily resurrection, existed 
in the ideas of the age, the thought of these peculi- 
arities is dropped, and Christ’s resurrection-body is 
referred to as:if it were simply the body which He 
- had possessed before. Such a change of meaning is 
unfair. The peculiarities of the Lord’s resurrection- 
body must be kept distinctly in view; and, when they - 
are so, it is impossible to produce the faintest shadow 
of evidence that before the Christian Church came 
into existence: there was any preparation for such an 
idea in the minds of men. Even after the idea was 
received, no attempt was made to bring into harmony 
its apparently discordant elements. St. Luke, by 
whom both classes of facts bearing on the nature of 
our Lord’s resurrection-body are so distinctly men- 
tioned in the twenty-fourth chapter of his Gospel, 
simply states them. The same remark is applicable 
to St. John in the twentieth chapter of his Gospel: 
and it is only in the writings of St. Paul that we meet 
with that conception of a “spiritual body” in which 
both are blended into one. Such, however, could not 
have been the case had the idea grown up gradually, 
and according to those laws of order which produce in 
the course of ages all the harmonious relations of the 
universe. Time smooths the edges of things that pass 
down its stream side by side. It mingles gently into 
one of the waters that, flowing from different sources, 
were discordant at the first. 
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| Whence then, if the Resurrection of our Lord was 


not a fact, did the Church obtain a conception of it, 
which, while embracing such peculiar elements as 
those now spoken of, was at the same time so clear 
and powerful that, by the confession even of adver- 
saries, it alone accounts for her existence? Baur says 
that we are not bound to answer such a question; 
that it is unnecessary to account for the belief; that 
it is enough for us to know that it was there. But 
Strauss has justly rebuked his master for so far de- 
parting from the province of the historian;! and 
Strauss is right. We must account for it. The 
Church of Christ has been too important an insti- 
tution, and her beginning falls too much within his- 
toric times, to permit us to be indifferent to the rise 
of a belief without which she would have been ex- 
tinguished at the moment of her birth. 

If, therefore, an account of this belief must be 
given, and if everything is against the supposition 
that it was simply due to the natural growth of 
thought, we are thrown back upon the only other 
explanation possible. The first Christians must have 
been satisfied that those who proclaimed the Resur- 
rection of Jesus had ample evidence of it. They 
must have questioned them regarding it to a much 
greater extent than has been told us. In Palestine, 
beyond Jerusalem, still more in foreign cities, there 
must have been eager discussion concerning all the 
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facts which constituted the substance of the first 
proclamation of the Gospel. Can we imagine that 
among these the Resurrection of Jesus would not be 
a main point of inquiry? Would it be accepted more 
easily than the story of His life or of His death? 
We are apt to think that we have the whole process 
that led to the formation of the Church set before us 
in the Acts of the Apostles, instead of which we have 
only the most meagre and imperfect outlines of it. 
Yet the disputings, the questionings, the long-con- 
tinued meetings, that are there alluded to, are 
enough to show us how the first preachers of the 
Gospel would be examined and cross-examined as to 
what they related. If these things did not generally 
awaken faith, they were at least necessary to confirm 
it. The Church must have had, what she certainly 
supposed. herself to have, intelligible reasons for her 
faith. Belief in the Resurrection of her Lord was no 
subordinate element in her views. The place occupied 
by it in the mind of St. Paul has its perfect parallel 
and analogue in the place which it occupied in her 
mind. The Epistles of the great Apostle, which 
testify to his own feelings, also testify to hers. He 
writes not only as a teacher, but as a partaker with 
the Church of a “mutual faith 3’? and as we often 
learn from a letter less of the writer than of his cor- 
respondent, we can judge from the way in which the 
Apostle speaks of the Resurrection of his Lord, how 
*Note 33, *Rom, i, 12, 
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deeply the life and mind of the Church also were 
penetrated and pervaded by it. The Church, in fact, 
was reconstructed on the basis of this belief1 As it 
was the special fact to which the Apostles witnessed, 
so also it was the special point upon which the faith 
of their converts was fixed. It could hardly indeed 
have been otherwise. Let us place ourselves in the 
position of the early Christians, and we shall at once 
be satisfied that we could not possibly have believed 
in Jesus as Lord of the whole earth, as the Bestower 
of a complete and universal salvation, as the Source 
of our life, and as our final Judge, had we only known 
Him to be One who had ended His career upon the 
cross. All the most important elements of what 
we understand by faith, together with all that lends 
to it its elevation and its power, would in such 
a case have been awanting. Faith simply could 
not have existed, and the Christian community 
could never have been formed. We have a striking 
illustration of this in those members of the Cor- 
inthian Church with whom St. Paul reasons in the 
fifteenth chapter of his first Corinthian Epistle. 
They denied the possibility of their own resurrection. 
They did not deny the Resurrection of Christ. The 
whole argument of the Apostle proceeds on the 
supposition that they maintained it, and that to have 
abandoned the belief would have involved a denial 


1See this point fully brought out in Row’s Bampton Leo- 
tures, p. 323 and elsewhere. 
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of their Christian calling, and a surrender of their 
Christian position. Nor is it any disparagement to 
the death of Christ to speak thus. That death is 
in reality the foundation of the whole Christian 
system, and it was not because the Resurrection 
was more important in itself that it received its 
prominence. We have to recall to mind the cir- 
cumstances of the time. Men have not yet learned, 
like us, to glory in the cross of Christ. It was the 
main difficulty in their way. To the Jew it was a 
stumbling-block, and to the Greek foolishness. The 
Resurrection dissipated the shame, and threw light 
on what was otherwise unintelligible. From the 
Exaltation, therefore, men were to reason back to the 
Humiliation, and in the Christ risen were to under- 
stand the Christ crucified. Without the one, the 
other would simply have prostrated those who had 
been awakening to a sense of Christ’s moral and 
spiritual power, and the smiting of the Shepherd 
would have been the scattering of the sheep. 
' If we turn to other facts bearing upon the life of 
the early Church, we find all that has now been said 
confirmed. 
We have the instituition of the Lord’s day, of 
which there are traces within a week of the Resurrec- 
tion, and which no one will dream of denying was ex- 
pressly designed to commemorate that event. Surely 
there must have been a depth of conviction as well as 
an amount of power difficult to estimate, in a belief 
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that could lead to such an institution. Nor do we see 
the full force of this until we remember the totally 
different conceptions which the Sabbath and the 
Lord’s day expressed,—the one the last day of the 
week, when man, weary of the work of the world, 
desired rest; the other, the first day of the week, 
‘when, about to enter upon the work of the world, he 
sought the joyful strength of God in which to face it; 
the one commemorating the close of the old creation, 
the other, the beginning of the new. A whole world 
of the most Divine ideas lies in our drawing aright the 
distinction between the Sabbath and the Lord’s day; 
and yet that great distinction came in a moment. 
How? Because it was believed that Jesus rose from 
the grave on that first morning of the week. It was 
this fact that made the difference, and a more power- 
ful testimony to men’s conviction of the truth of the 
event within a week after it is said to have happened, 
it would be impossible to produce. 

Akin to the institution of the Lord’s day was 
that of Easter day,—that one day in the year when, 
in the commemoration successively of the great facts’ 
of the Lord’s life, the Church commemorated His 
Resurrection. That Easter feast was the culminating 
point in the series of festivals which expressed the 
truly Christian and exquisitely beautiful idea of the 
Christian year. It was styled the Queen of Days and 
the Festival of Festivals.1 To it all the months from 

41Bingham, Book XX. chap. v. 5. 
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Advent rolled on, gradually swelling up to Easter’s 
burst of praise. For it the Church waited, that on 
that day she might break into all the heavenly joy of 
her new creation; among the finest hymns of her 
poets are Easter hymns; and so keenly did she feel 
in regard to it that a controversy in the second half 
of the second century, as to the particular day on 
which Easter should be celebrated, nearly rent in 
twain the Eastern and Western churches, which took 
different views upon the point. The testimony of 
the institution of Easter is like that of the institution 
of Sunday, a testimony to the deep and powerful hold 
which the belief in the Resurrection of her Lord had 
over the Church’s mind. 

We trace the same fact, further, in the Liturgies 
of the Church, for in the very earliest forms—handed 
down from still earlier times—they speak of our lift- 
ing up our hearts unto the Lord, that is, unto the 
Risen, Living Lord. 

Once more, we have the language of secular as 
well as sacred life to appeal to, for it is a well-known 
fact that, in the first ages of the Church, a frequent 
salutation of Christians to one another, when they 
met, was “Christ is risen.” 

It thus appears that from the dawn of her history 
the Christian Church not only believed in the Resur- 
rection of her Lord, but that her belief upon the point 
was interwoven with her whole existence. Her 
institutions and forms of worship were moulded, the 
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very language of her daily life was coloured, by it. 


The stream leaps all at once, like the streams of Syria, 
from its fountain-head ; and that which lends to it its 
volume, its impetus, and its colour, is faith not in the 
death only, but in the Resurrection of the Christ. 
Whence came this faith, at. once so powerful and uni- 
versal, upon a point so hard to credit as the rising 
from the grave of one who had died and been buried? 
There is nothing to account for it except the fact 
that the Lord actually rose. 


Vv 


While speaking of the positive evidence of the 
Resurrection of our Lord, it may be further urged 
that the fact, if true, harmonises all the other facts of 
His history. This argument, indeed, cannot be urged. 
with those who deny at once His superhuman origin 
and His superhuman life; but it may be urged with 
propriety in the case of all who, admitting these, have 
doubts in regard to His Resurrection. If the latter 
be true, all else that is made known to us regarding 
Him falls into harmony and order. The light shed 
into the tomb when the stone was rolled away becomes 
an emblem of that light which is reflected along His 
whole previous life, with its mingled elements of 
greater than human grandeur, and yet greater than 
human sorrow. We can understand the miraculous 
conception, the God manifest in the flesh, the miracles 
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of Divine power and love, the teaching whose depth 
of meaning all the centuries that have passed since 
then have not been able to exhaust. We can under- 
stand, also, the sufferings so much greater than those 
of ordinary men,—the sorrow of which it was said, 
“Was ever sorrow like unto my sorrow?” With the 
Resurrection of our Lord everything else that has 
been revealed of Him assumes proportion, order, 
harmony; without it all is mystery—a lock without 
a key, a labyrinth without a clue, a beginning with- 
out a corresponding end. 


VI 


There is yet another point to be spoken of for a 
moment, though the evidence afforded by it may be 
said to be rather negative than positive,—the empty 
grave. That on the Resurrection morning the grave 
was empty is hardly denied. Some even of the most 
zealous opponents of a bodily resurrection look upon 
the fact that the grave was empty as one of the most 
settled in connexion with this whole inquiry. But 
if it was so, while yet there was no Resurrection, the 
body must have been taken away either by friends or 
foes. Had it been taken. by the latter, it would 
certainly have been produced as the most effectual 
way of silencing for ever those who roused so much 
indignation by their preaching of the Risen Lord. 

*See Schenkel in his Charakter-Bild Jesu, p. 331. 
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Had it been taken by the former, the Church of 
Christ would have rested not so much upon delusion 
as upon fraud—upon fraud springing from motives 
perfectly inexplicable, and leading to results totally 
different from any that could have been either in- 
tended or looked for. Nor can it be said that, with- 
out inquiring into this particular point at all, we may 
easily regard the statement as one of the legendary 
accretions of a later date; for in that case our Gospels 
would surely have mentioned the appearances of the 
Risen Lord first, and the emptiness of the grave would 
have been noted only as a subsequent and subsidiary 
circumstance. But the singular thing is, that this 
procedure is reversed. In all our narratives the 
emptiness of the grave is mentioned first, and the 
appearances of the Risen One follow. Nothing 
could better establish the fact that the grave was 
empty when it was first visited on the Resurrection 
morning; and, if it was, we must either take refuge, 
like Strauss, in the wholly untenable idea that Jesus 
was never buried there, or we must find in the fact 
a strong corroborative testimony of the truth of His 





Resurrection. 
It is impossible to enter further into the historical 


evidence for the Resurrection of our Lord, but one 
remark must still be made. The evidence hitherto 
adduced has been exclusively historical, and it was 
necessary that it should be so. Other evidence con- 
nected with the meaning of the fact with which we 
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deal will meet us as we proceed. But it is in the 
fact first, in the idea afterwards, that the vast import- 
ance of the Resurrection of our Lord is to be found. 
Before we can be influenced by it we must be con- 
vinced by distinct historical evidence that it actually 
took place. It may have a deep foundation in human 
nature; it may satisfy what seem to be inextinguish- 
able longings and aspirations of the human heart; it 
may be the end to which all other religions, uncon- 
sciously point that have exerted, or that still exert, 
sway over millions of our race; it may reconcile the 
contradicitions of these religions, and may blend into 
one harmonious whole the antitheses which they 
present. Considerations such as these can never be 
despised by one who would study the history of man; 
and they may lend a powerful susbidiary weight to 
that evidence of the fact which we are able to pro- 
duce! But unless the Resurrection of our Lord be 
first established as a historical fact, its value even 
for these purposes is destroyed. It then takes its 
place in a series of human speculations, which, though 
they may have been so far pervaded by the Divine 
Spirit, and may be “broken parts” of Him without 
whom “was not anything made,” and in whom what 
“was made was life,”? have yet nothing in them of 

*Comp, the valuable Essay by R. H. Hutton on “The In- 
carnation and Principles of Evidence,” in his volume of 
Theological Essays. 


*John i. 3, 4. For the rendering here adopted see the 
Commentary on St. John spoken of in Note 5. 
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a definite or a final character. It becomes a specula- 
tion, which, as it was the result only of a long evolu- 
tion in the past, must be followed by a long and 
unknown evolution in the future. It can come to 
us with no force of certainty; and though, even 
when it rests upon such grounds alone, we may not 
feel entitled to accept it or to dismiss it as we please, 
yet the considerations leading to its acceptance will 
come home to us with a much slighter sense of our 
responsibility to yield to them. The thought of the 
allegiance which we owe to the demands of our own 
nature does not affect us so powerfully as the thought 
of the allegiance which we owe to an external fact. 
Not that these demands are less important, but the 
difficulty often is to be so certain what they are as 
to feel that we are without excuse in resisting them. 
It is otherwise with an external fact. If we refuse 
to bow to it when sufficiently vouched for, we over- 
turn the very foundation upon which our existence 
rests. Therefore it is that the historical evidence of 
the Resurrection of our Lord must hold the first place 
in our regard; and it is because of my deliberate 
conviction that it ought to do so, that I have placed 
it first.* 3 
+ Note 34. 
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LECTURE III 


“But he said, I am not mad, most noble Festus; but speak 
forth the words of truth and soberness.”—AcTs xxvi. 25. 


I the evidence for the Resurrection of our Lord be 
such as we have seen it to be, the question immediately 
arises, By what means is the force of it evaded? Is 
there any other reasonable explanation of that belief 
of the early Church which we have found to be not 
only so essential but so powerful an element of her life? 
Three theories of explanation require to be noticed, al- 
though for the first two a very few sentences will suffice. 
| 1. There is the theory of those who assert that 
our Lord did not really die upon the cross, that His 
supposed death was no more than a temporary swoon, 
and that His Resurrection was simply His return to 
consciousness.1 In defence of this theory are urged 
—the rapidity of His death, in contrast with the 
slowness with which death by crucifixion generally 
took place; the fact that persons are known to have 
*Note 35. 


7 An elaborate discussion upon this point will be found in 
Paulus, Haxegetisches Handbuch, 1842, iii. p. 929. 
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recovered who had been crucified and taken down 
from the cross as dead; the effect that would be pro- 
duced by the cool air of the rock-hewn sepulchre, 
as well as by the aromatic spices with which the body 
had been prepared for burial;—and the conclusion 
is drawn that the apparent restoration to life is thus 
sufficiently and easily accounted for. 

To all this it is replied, and replied with force, 
that the impression produced upon the disciples by 
their Risen Lord was wholly different from what would 
have been the case in the circumstances supposed.t 
When their first fears were dispelled they were full 
of joy, of boldness, and of enthusiasm; we see none 
of those feelings of pity, of sympathy with suffering, 
of desire to render help, that must have been called 
forth by the appearance of a person who had swooned 
away through weariness and agony, who had continued 
in unconsciousness from a Friday afternoon to a 
Sunday morning, and who was now only in the first 
moments of recovery. The signs around us are not 
those of a sick chamber, but of health and strength and 
busy preparation for a great work to be immediately 
engaged in. Despondency has given place to hope, 
despair to triumph, prostration of all energy to sus- 
stained and vigorous exertion. No wonder that later 
critics of the Resurrection, like Strauss, have heaped 
contempt upon the old theory of a swoon. 

Much more, however, may be said. Let us sup- 


1Note 36. 
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pose the theory to be correct, and how equivocal is 
the relation in which we place the Redeemer to His 
early followers. They thought that He had died: 
He knew that He had not, and that the ideas enter- 
tained by them upon the point,—filling them with 
so much wonder, remoulding the whole character of 
their lives, supplying them with a chief part of the 
message with which they were to convert the world, 
—were nothing more than a delusion; yet He did 
not interpose to save them from being the victims of 
their love and loyalty to Himself! Surely such a 
supposition, looked at in the light of the whole life 
of Jesus, is too monstrous to be for a moment 
entertained. 

Again, What reason could our Lord have to expect 
that His disciples, when they made His Resurrection 
the foundation of their Gospel, would in such circum- 
stances be listened to? He must have seen that a 
message with no reality to rest on, centring in a state- 
ment so incredible, and admitting of an explanation 
which would at once occur to any keen-eyed observer, 
would prove more a hindrance than a help to His 
cause. It is not consistent with His usual calmness 
of judgment, with His knowledge of men, with His 
expectations of universal empire, to think that He 
would have suffered His disciples to proclaim Him 
risen, when He had only swooned and recovered from 
His swoon. He knew too well the feelings both of 
Jews and Gentiles upon the point to have risked 
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everything upon such a chance. It would have 
proved Him to be simply an excited enthusiast if He 
had. 

Still further, if the Resurrection of our Lord was 
only recovery from a swoon, what became of Him for 
the remainder of His days? There can be no more 
thought of Resurrection or Ascension into heaven. 
He must have retired to some solitary retreat un- 
known even to the most attached of His disciples. 
While His Church was rising around Him, shaking 
the old world to its foundations, and introducing 
everywhere amidst many difficulties a new order of 
things—while it was torn by controversies, surrounded 
by temptations, exposed to trials, placed in short in 
the very circumstances that made it most dependent 
on His aid,—He was absent from it, and spending 
the remainder of His days, whether few or many, in 
what we can describe by no other term than ignoble 
solitude. And then at last He must have died—no 
one can say either where, or when, or how! There 
is not a ray of light to penetrate the darkness; and 
these early Christians, so fertile, we are told, in 
legends, have not a single legend to give us help. 

What has been said is a sufficient answer to the 
theory we are dealing with. But there is another 
still more conclusive. If the Risen Jesus was thus 
Jesus recovered from a swoon, He must have been 
exactly the same as He was before He died upon the 
cross, He must have had the same body of flesh and 
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blood, with members and limitations in every respect 
the same as then. But we have already seen that 
this was not the fact. It is neither what the Church 
believed, nor what is given us to contend for. 

Finally, it may be observed upon this point that 
the most determined modern opponents of the Resur- 
rection of our Lord are those who most decidedly 
reject the theory we have been considering. It is 
essential to their treatment of the subject that the 
death upon the cross shall have been real. The idea 
of recovery from a swoon has been exploded quite as 
much by their efforts as by those of the defenders of 
our faith; but it is not an unnatural explanation; it 
is ever apt to rise before our minds when we doubt 
a real Resurrection, and it was therefore necessary to 
speak of it. 

2. A second theory meets us. The disciples, it is © 
said, practised a deliberate imposition on the world. 
They stole the body from the grave, and then pro- 
claimed to men that their Lord had risen. The theory 
is an old one. It was anticipated by the Jews when 
“they gave large money unto the soldiers, saying, 
Say ye, His disciples came by night, and stole Him 
away while we slept.”1 It was urged, though with 
some difference of detail, by Celsus.2 But by whom- 
soever anticipated or urged, a more incredible sup- 
position could not be made. To imagine that the 


Matt. xxviii. 13. 
*Com. Orig. Cont. Celsum, Book II. chap. lvi. 
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disciples of our Lord, with a burden of this kind upon 
their consciences, and with the dread, which it would 
have been impossible to escape, that some one of their 
number would certainly betray them, could have gone 
out into the world as they did—could have preached 
a kingdom of truth and righteousness as the one great 
effort of their lives—and that for the sake of that 
kingdom they could have suffered even unto death— 
is to imagine one of those moral impossibilities which 
may be accepted for a moment when men are hard 
pressed in controversy, but which, in the cool hour of 
reflection, are at once dismissed. It is not necessary 
to discuss the theory. It has been abandoned by 
every inquirer to whom a moment’s attention is due. 

Both these theories may be set aside; and this 
much may be regarded as established—that the early 
disciples of our Lord were thoroughly and honestly 
convinced that their Master had risen from the dead. 
The Apostles and the whole Church believed that 
such was the fact, and the most determined opponents 
of the Resurrection make no attempt to deny the 
sincerity of their belief. We are thus brought to the 
third theory to be considered; and as upon it, in one 
or other of its forms, modern unbelief rests, it will 
be necessary to give it fuller consideration than was 
tequired by the other two. 

3. The theory of visions. Let us understand dis- 
tinctly what it means. Different ideas may be at- 
tached to it; some inquirers being even disposed to 
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allow that the visions of the Risen Saviour may have 
been real, and that they were actually vouchsafed by 
the Almighty in order to convince men of the con- 
tinued life and glory of His Son.1_ It may be doubted 
if anything is gained by this for the removal of diffi- 
culties. We have in it immediate Divine interposi- 
tion; and, when once we accept such interposition, we 
need not hesitate to proceed further, so long as we do 
not ascribe to God anything inconsistent either with 
His character or with our own responsibilities. If we 
believe that the Almighty directly favoured the dis- 
ciples with visions of the Glorified Lord, we may as 
well believe, so far as principles are concerned, that 
He raised Him from the dead. The ablest defenders 
of the vision theory are alive to this, and are reso- 
lutely opposed to all modifications of the theory which 
admit the Divine interposition to any extent or in any 
form. The visions with which we have to do can only 
be the product of human agencies. 

Nor is it difficult, we are told, to discover in the 
present instance how a belief in visions originated 
and spread. The idea of a resurrection from the 
grave was already familiar to the disciples of Jesus 
in their Jewish faith; their state of mind was one of 
great excitement; they treasured the memory of their 
Master with a fondness which made it almost im- 
possible for them to believe that He was gone. It was 


*See Keim’s Jes. von Nae. This theory will be afterwards 
more particularly spoken of (p. 114), 
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one of those critical moments when decisive steps are 
taken; when all our hopes and all the “fears that 
kindle hope” are either for ever extinguished, or 
when they burst forth to a height of daring of which 
they would have cherished them would be the last to 
think; when faith must either give.way to despair, or 
“must break through the barrier of death itself, and 
force its way from death to life.”’* Then, too, they 
had vague intimations in the Old Testament to appeal 
to; and the words of Jesus Himself, who had foretold 
His death but had always associated His Resurrection 
with it, must have returned to their minds with a 
new power. Their whole mental condition, in short, 
was such that it needed only the application of a 
spark to kindle the flame. 

That spark was applied by Mary Magdalene—a 
sensitive and nervous woman; and no sooner was it 
applied than the flame was kindled. Her story that 
she had seen the Lord was eagerly embraced; it 
spread with the rapidity and force of an epidemic. 
As has happened on innumerable occasions of a like 
kind, what she believed that she had seen others 
immediately believed that they too must see. Their 
expectations were fulfilled, and in a space of time by 
no means incredibly short the conviction seized all 
the members of the early Church that their Lord had 
really risen from the grave. 

Such is the theory. In considering how far it is 

1 Baur, Hist. of First Three Centuries, p. 42. 
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applicable to our witnesses, we again begin with St. 
Paul. It is adduced in his case partly on the ground 
of certain expressions of his own, partly on account of 
the estimate which his writings in general teach us 
to form of his character. Let us first look at the 
particular expressions. 

The most important of them is Galatians i. 15, 16; 
“But when it was the good pleasure of God, who 
separated me even from my mother’s womb, and 
called me by His grace, to reveal His Son in me 
that I might preach Him among the Gentiles.” It 
is urged that in these words St. Paul resolves the 
whole manifestation of the Risen Lord that had been 
granted him into an internal revelation, and that 
this meaning must, in consequence, be applied to 
all other passages in his writings where the point 
is spoken of. The argument is greatly relied on,* 
and we must consider it for a moment. It might 
be enough to say that an internal does not exclude 
an external revelation; but more may be said. Two 
things are obviously mentioned by St. Paul as dis- 
tinct and independent steps of a process which pre- 
ceded the revelation in him of the Son of God— 
his “separation” from before his birth to the apostle- 
ship (for he is not speaking of Christian faith in 
general), and his “call” to it by the grace of God. 
This call can thus be no other than that on the way 
to Damascus, and it is distinguished from the inner 


*See Schenkel in his Bibel-Lewicon, “Auferstehung Jesu.” 
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revelation of the Son which followed it—a revelation 
by the contents of which, when given, he learned to 
know the Son as the Redeemer of Gentile as well 
as Jew." 

Nor is this all; for it is impossible to think of the 
“Son” mentioned in the words as any other than 
that Son of the Father of whom we are told, in the 
first verse of the chapter, that the Father “raised Him 
from the dead.” The thought of the Resurrection is 
thus included in the word “Son.” “It pleased God to 
reveal in me His Son” is equivalent to—“It pleased 
God to reveal in me His Son whom He had raised 
from the dead,” and in the internal revelation of the 
Son it is distinctly implied that the Son is contem- 
plated as risen. 

The second passage to be spoken of is 2 Corinth- 
ians xii. 1-3—especially verses 2, 3—in which St. 
Paul declares that he could not tell whether he was 
in the body or out of the body when, on one occasion, 
he was caught up into the third heaven. Here, it is 
said, we have the Apostle’s own declaration that he 
was familiar with visions, and that he did not know 
the difference between a manifestation of the Lord to 
his senses and a vision presented to him when he 
was in an ecstatic state. 

But, if we attend to the first verse of the chapter, 
we shall at once see that the “visions and revelations” 
of this passage were of a character entirely different 

1Note 37. 
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from the manifestation near Damascus. The latter 
was a Vision of the Lord, and it proved that He was 
exalted. The former were visions “from” Him (for 
that is the force of the original in verse 1),’ and 
they presuppose His exaltation. However frequently, 
too, the Apostle had referred to the Damascus vision, 
he could never have said, as he says of his other 
visions in the eleventh verse, that by glorying in it 
he had “become foolish,” for that vision constituted 
in his eyes the whole ground of his right to the apos- 
tolic office; nor could he have imagined that “a thorn 
in the flesh” was needed to prevent his being exalted 
above measure by an occurrence, the thought of 
which, so far from exalting him, always filled him 
with humility and shame. It belonged, therefore, to 
a class of manifestations entirely different from those 
here referred to. 

Then, as to the statement that in the second and 
third verses of the chapter he confesses his inability 
to distinguish whether what was shown him was a 
vision or real, the words of these verses, when con- 
trasted with his language upon other occasions, prove 
exactly the reverse. Let two things, which will be at 
once admitted, be kept in view—first, that the de- 
scription here given us by the Apostle of his state 
is designed to magnify the greatness of the vision 
or revelation mentioned; and secondly, that if the 
manifestation at Damascus belonged to this class of 


*Comp. Hofmann in loo. 
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visions at all, it was, as having produced the most 
wonderful results, the greatest that he ever had—the 
one that he would be most constrained to magnify. 
Does he then on any single occasion refer to it in 
terms similar to those that he employs here? Not 
certainly in his address from the stairs of the castle 
at Jerusalem, when he details every particular of the 
scene with such minuteness, and even distinguishes 
it from another appearance of the same Lord with 
which he was shortly afterwards favoured as he 
prayed in the Temple, and was in a trance;* not in 
his speech before Agrippa, when he introduces his 
account of it with the words, “Why is it judged in- 
credible with you if God doth raise the dead?”? 
and certainly not in any of his Epistles. Never once 
does he even hint at the idea that, at the time of 
this vision, he did not know whether he was in the 
body or out of the body. He rather always speaks 
of it as one who felt that, when it occurred, he could 
both clearly note the circumstances, and appreciate 
their significance. 

His language in one passage, indeed, is absolutely 
conclusive upon the point that he drew the most 
decided line of demarcation between his sight of the 
Risen Lord on the way to Damascus and every vision 
of Him, or from Him, at other times. In 1 Corinth- 
ians xv. 8, he says, “And last of all He appeared to 
me also.” These words do not mean only that St. 

7 Acts xxii. 17. 2 Acts xxvi. 8. 
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Paul was the last of the particular series of persons 
named in the previous verses, leaving it possible to 
think that such appearances might have been after- 
wards renewed to them or others. They imply also 
that this was the final appearance of the Risen Lord 
in the particular form and way that had just been 
spoken of. We know that St. Paul had many Visions 
and revelations of the Lord after this;* and he could 
not, therefore, tell us more distinctly than he does by 
this expression “last of all’ how fully and clearly he 
distinguished between his Damascus vision and every 
other vision of the Risen Saviour that followed it.? 

It is further alleged, however, that, apart from 
these particular expressions, his own writings as a 
whole lead us to think of him as a visionary, weak, 
even epileptic, unable to distinguish between facts 
and delusions springing from his own heated imagi- 
nation. Little need be said to show how entirely 
mistaken is such an estimate of the great Apostle. 
Could he have toiled for upwards of twenty years as 
he did “in labours more abundant” than all the other 
Apostles, if this were a true description? Or let us 
look at even but a few of the qualities displayed by 
him in carrying on these labours—at his profound 
sense of his own weakness, and his absolute depend- 
ence upon the grace of God;* at his wonderful skill 
in the guidance of those controversies by which the 


*Comp. Acts xviii. 9; xxiii. 11. *Note 38. 
*1 Cor. xv. 10. 
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early Church was nearly torn asunder; at the wis- 
dom of his rules for the regulation of those extra- 
ordinary gifts of the Spirit, which, to a fanatic, would 
have seemed far beyond human control;? at his 
large-hearted charity for those who differed from 
him; * at his respect for established customs; * at his 
faith in the general principles of order and propriety 
in the conduct of public worship; * at the manner in 
which he won the confidence of the Churches—a con- 
fidence which he met by taking upon himself all 
their cares;® or let us further mark his practical 
work in founding and building up young Christian 
communities in different lands, and in so presenting 
to them the great facts of the Christian revelation, in 
a manner adapted to their particular necessities, as 
to lay the foundations of Christian theology in the 
true sense of the term ;—these and such-like qualities 
are not those of a visionary, but of a keen, clear 
intellect, accompanied by a knowledge of men and a 
sympathy with them such as no visionary has. 

Even St. Paul’s enemies felt all this at the time. 
They never dreamt of trying to prove by a reference 
to his visions that he was a visionary in any sense 
in which the thought of weakness can be associated 
with the word. In this respect the passage already 
alluded to in 2 Corinthians xii. is full of interest, for 


*Rom. xiv.; 1 Cor. viii. 3] Cor. xii. Xiv. 
*Rom. xiv. 3, 4, 5, 6, 13, 15. 
*] Cor, xi: 16. 51 Cor. xiv. 40. #2 ‘Cor. xi. 28. 
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it shows us that in Corinth the visions and revelations 
experienced by the Apostle were regarded as a proof 
of his Divine commission, and as a reproach to those 
who did not receive him as they ought. His enemies 
cannot have considered visions a proof of weakness. 
They must have remembered that under the Old 
Testament Dispensation it had been one of the signs 
of a prophet that the Lord should make Himself 
known to him by “visions and dreams.”* They 
could not have forgotten the promise fulfilled in the 
Pentecostal gift of the Spirit, that the Church’s young 
men should see visions, and her old men dream 
dreams.” They must, accordingly, have argued against 
St. Paul on the ground that he had too few rather 
than too many visions; and they thus constrained 
him, however unwillingly, to show in self-defence 
that he was favoured with these manifestations of 
Divine countenance and support.* There can be no 
doubt that St. Paul was regarded by adversaries who 
spared no reproach, or even calumny if it promised 
to be effective, as the very opposite of a visionary. 

If there be thus nothing either in particular ex- 
pressions of the Apostle, or in the general strain of 
his writings, to favour the application of the vision 
theory to his case, the difficulty of doing so is in- 
creased when we ask, When and how he obtained 
that faith in a Risen Lord which found expression in 
his Damascus vision. We are told that he had been 

*Numb. xii. 6. 7 Acts ii. 17. *Note 39. 


peas OF OUR LORD 91 


passing through a mental conflict of the most painful 
kind; that his heart had been tossed with anxious 
fears lest, in his enmity to the Christian cause, he 
might be found to be fighting against God; that the 
simple faith and unresisting submission of the pious 
women whom he was haling to prison and to cruel 
judgment-seats had touched him with tenderness, 
even in the midst of his fierce intolerance; above 
all, that the language and upward look of the dy- 
ing martyr whose clothes were laid at his feet had 
created such a tumult in his breast that before he set 
out on his memorable journey he was already more 
than half converted. It is difficult to speak posi- 
tively upon these points, so little information has 
been given us as to the actual facts. St. Paul’s own 
statement that, down to the time of his conversion, 
he “verily thought within himself that he ought to, 
do many things contrary to the name of Jesus of 
Nazareth,” rather implies that the representation is 
not correct. Without, however, pressing such words 
too closely, one thing seems clear. If the peculiar 
mental condition thus attributed to the persecuting 
Saul would naturally lead to a vision of the Lord as 
Risen, we shall be compelled to go much further back 
than the moment now before us both for the spring- 
ing up within him of such a result of Christian con- 
viction, and for the struggle in his mind to put down 
his convictions by force. At the date of the journey 
4 Acts xxvi. 9-12; comp. xxii, 4, 5; Gal. i. 13. 
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to Damascus, a vision of the Risen Lord was not so 
simple and natural a consequence of being suddenly 
brought to believe in His Resurrection as we may at 
first suppose. Such manifestations had long ceased. 
Several years had passed since any Christian claimed 
to have beheld the Risen Christ. The state of the 
Church was in this respect very different from what 
it had been before the Ascension. If, therefore, Saul’s 
mental struggle was recent, it is in the highest degree 


| unlikely that it would have led to such a vision as he 


actually had—a vision: expected by no Christian at 
the time. In order to lead to the result ascribed to 
it, the struggle must have begun when manifestations 
such as that now supposed to be granted were familiar 
to the mind. It must also have lasted during the 
whole interval between the first appearances of the 
Risen Lord and that which Saul imagined to be 
vouchsafed to him. Only a conviction deliberately 
resisted through that interval could have kept alive 
the thought of an appearance of Jesus which the 
expectations of the moment, taken by themselves, 
would never have suggested. There must have been 
in the persecutor’s mind a deep sense of guilt long 
incurred, remonstrances of conscience long silenced, 
the thought of injury long done to the Redeemer 
against his own better judgment, before his revulsion 
from his former self could have produced the result 
which actually followed. But we are not left to 
conjecture here; we know that there was nothing of 
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the kind. We have his own account of his feelings 
at the time when he was persecuting the Church; 
he tells us that he obtained mercy because he did it 
“ignorantly in unbelief.” 

Even if we admit, however, all that is said of the 
struggle in Saul’s mind—and it is not at all impos- 
sible that there may have been some struggle—an- 
other question has to be answered: What becomes of 
the vision theory? That theory has to account for the 
rise of Christianity by showing that visions of a 
Risen Saviour produced Christian faith. By its own 
confession this cannot be done in the case of that 
Apostle who played a more important part in estab- 
lishing and propagating the Christian Church than 
any other member of the apostolic circle. He be- 
lieved first, and saw afterwards. The vision which 
was to account for the faith has to discover the faith 
in order to be itself accounted for. We are as far as 
ever from clearly understanding the process by which 
one to whom we are told that Christianity owes more 
than it does to Jesus was led to Christian conviction. 
Whether applicable to others or not, the vision theory 
is certainly not applicable to St. Paul. 

Is it then applicable to others—to our other wit- 
nesses—to the early Church at large? We have to 
contend that it is not. 

1. It is inconsistent with the mental state of the 
disciples previous to the manifestations. Before we 

21 Tim. 1. 13. 


way 


< 


94 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 





can account on natural principles for the occurrenae 
of a vision, two things at least must mark the subject 
of it—belief in the idea that it expresses, and excited 
expectation that the idea will somehow be realised. 
The first is necessary, for a vision is simply a trans- 
ference to supposed realities of what has already pos- 
session of the mind. A particular idea so powerfully 
affects the visionary that it is constantly before him 
as a fact. He so sees it with the mental eye that all 
doubts as to the existence of a corresponding reality 
vanish. It becomes the centre of his thoughts, the 
light by which he reads both himself and the world. 
The second is not less necessary, for mere belief that 
an object exists will not of itself bring along with it 
a manifestation of that object to the eye. We believe 
in the existence of innumerable beings connected 
alike with this world and the next, whom we never 
see because we never expect to see them. There is no 
power even in the firmest faith, as faith alone, to trans- 


_ late the unseen into the seen. Faith in its normal 
_ condition is rather the opposite of sight, and is accom- 
_ panied by the conviction that while we live by faith 


we shall not see. It is only in cases where expectancy 
is awakened in the mind that the bodily senses cease 
to discharge their functions with sufficient accuracy 
to guide us, and that the expected object may sud- 
denly take shape before them as one which they can 
,Tecognise. Belief and Expectancy are thus two factors 
‘absolutely essential to the production of visions. 
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In the subject with which we are dealing both 
these factors are awanting. 

We know from the whole of the New Testament, 
as well as from every other source that throws light 
upon the feelings of the time, that there then existed 
no belief in the resurrection of any individual from 
the dead before the last great day, at which all should 
rise. The Old Testament had given no countenance 
to any such idea, for Enoch and Elijah had not died; 
and even Martha, who believed that had Jesus been 
present during the last illness of her brother He 
would have warded off the stroke of death, could not 
at first allow the thought of a present resurrection to 
enter her mind. “Thy brother shall rise again,” said 
the Redeemer to her, in tones, we may well believe, 
intended to convey an intimation that he might rise 
then. “I know that he shall rise again,” was the 
reply, “in the resurrection at the last day.” ? 

Nor is it possible to show that prophecy supplied 
at once the fact and the details.* There is nothing 
in it that could supply them. The fact is indicated ; 
but in such a way that only after it occurred could the 
predictions referring to it be understood;* not one 
single part of the narratives can be shown to be taken 
from the Old Testament. Even our Lord’s own inti- 
mations that He would rise again, frequently as they 


4Note 40. *John xi. 23, 24. *Sup. Rel., iii. p. 486, ete. 
“Comp. on this point the words of the fourth Evangelist 
in John ii. 22. 
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were given,? seem to have made no impression upon 
the disciples; the thought was so strange to them 
that they were unable to take it in. 

With what has now been said the facts as related 
by the Evangelists strictly correspond. The women 
who went on the third morning to the tomb went to 
anoint a dead body, not to behold a Risen Lord; and 
on the way they perplexed themselves with the ques- 
tion, “Who shall roll us away the stone from the 
door of the sepulchre?” Mary Magdalene came to 
the grave, and found not only that the stone had been 
rolled away but that the body was not there. Yet 
it never occurred to her that a resurrection had taken 
place; and the only tidings that she could bear to 
the two disciples to whom she desired to communicate 
what had happened were, “They have taken away 
the Lord out of the tomb, and we know not where 
they have laid Him.” ? Even when she returned to 
the sepulchre, and when Jesus first spoke to her, she 
was so far from having any idea that her Master could 
have risen, that she supposed Him to be the gardener; 
and she needed all the power of the tender recollec- 
tions awakened by His passing from the word “Wo- 
man” to the word “Mary” to convince her that it 
was indeed her Lord. The two disciples on the way 
to Emmaus spoke to the stranger who joined them 
upon the road of nothing but disappointed hopes; 
and there is a sad pathos in their last words, as they 


*Matt. xvi. 21; xvii. 9; xx. 19; xxvi. 32, etc. ?John xx. 2. 
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described what had happened in the Christian com- 
munity that morning,—“but Him they saw not.”? 
Finally, the Eleven were gathered together in an 
upper room at Jerusalem, with no expectation that 
their Lord would appear to them again; and, when 
He did appear, instead of eagerly grasping at the ful- 
filment of hope, they were “terrified and affrighted, 
and supposed that they beheld a spirit.” ? 

All this is incompatible with the vision theory. 
The visionary mind sees the object of its expectation 
at once, and the distinctness of its impression leaves 
no room for the slightest doubt. Its visions are 
the stamp of the soul upon the outward world. How 
can the soul, in the very moment of tracing the sharp 
lines of the stamp, hesitate to recognise them? If it 
does—and it did so in the instances now mentioned 
—we have a proof that the state of mind out of which 
visions spring had no existence. 

But if there was then no thought of even an or- 
dinary resurrection, how much less was there any 
thought of such a resurrection as our Lord’s! There 
had been raisings to life in the Old Testament, and 
miracles of the same kind had been performed by 
Jesus; but the peculiarity here is that the idea of 
the Resurrection of our Lord which took hold of the, 
Church’s mind had no one bond of connexion with 
these except that of death overcome. They were 
raisings of the man as he had been: this was the 

1Tuke xxiv. 24. 2Luke xxiv. 37. 
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- raising of One in an entirely different condition. In 


them, the dead came forth to an existence as much 
as ever subject to the law of mortality—“Dust thou 
art, and unto dust shalt thou return;” in this, our 
Lord left behind Him in the grave all that connected 
Him with a passing world, and entered upon a state 
which was never again to know either interruption 
or end. Let it be granted that prophecy had so | 
clearly taught the Resurrection of the Messiah as 
to lead to the expectation of it, it will hardly be 
denied that between the expectation and the event, 
in the light in which the latter must be viewed, 
there was as great a difference as that between the 
expectation of the first coming of our Lord and the 
occurrence itself. In both cases what happened was 
wholly different from what had been thought of. 
When it is urged, therefore, that the “strong sub- 
jective impression that Jesus would rise would create 


a vision of Him,”? it is exactly this impression, so 


far at least as we must suppose a correspondence 
between it and the event, that is awanting.? Nor 
is it possible to say that the idea of the glorified 
Lord was a later addition to the earlier and simpler 
form of the story; for, from first to last, the 
narratives in the Gospels and Acts of the Apostles, 
and the statements in the, Epistles, have the same 


double colouring,—the Risen Lord is the same as 


He had been, yet He is glorified. The Christian tradi- 
1 Sup. Rel. p. 545. ? Note 41. 
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tion could not have been moulded from foregone con- 
clusions which had no existence; and, at a time when 
there was absolutely no idea such as that which found 
expression in the Resurrection, the Resurrection could 
not have been beheld in vision. What has now been 
said may be illustrated by the case of the Second Com- 
ing. Probably no belief was stronger in the early 
Church than that this event was immediately to take 
place, yet the belief led to no vision. No Christian, 
or company of Christians, ever proclaimed that the 
signs of the Lord’s approach had either been heard 
or beheld by them in heaven.* 

We have already seen, however, that it is not 
enough that the idea found in a vision shall have 
been firmly believed in; the mind must have been 
excited by it, and so filled with expectation as to 
need only a favourable combination of circumstances 
in order to change the expectation into accomplish- 
ment. Men do not see visions in calm moments, nor 
unless they are dwelling eagerly upon the truth 
which is thus to take shape before them. The op- 
ponents of the Resurrection of Christ are thoroughly 
alive to this; and they show their sense of it in their 
analysis of the mind of Saul of Tarsus at the moment 
when he was converted. But spiritual tension of the 
kind is wholly awanting in the case before us. There 
was no excitement. The Christian community was 
depressed rather than excited. The minds of its mem- 


1Note 42. 
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bers were in a great measure prostrated by the events 
of the last few days. In the words, “We hoped 
that it was He which should redeem Israel,”’* they 
bade farewell to all expectation of beholding their 
Lord again. The first imperative condition of the 
vision theory was wholly awanting in the early Chris- 
tian community. 

2. The vision theory is inconsistent with the na- 
ture of the manifestations themselves. ‘Two supposi- 
tions are possible. Our Lord might have been thought 
of as One returning from a heavenly world, where 
He had spent the interval between His dying and 
rising again. In that case, there ought to have been 
about Him some symptom of that glorious light 
which filled the presence-chamber of the Most High, 
and the influence of which had once lightened with 
unearthly light the face of Moses when he spoke 
with God upon the Mount. Certainly there ought not 
to have been less of the light of heaven around Him 
than there was around Moses and Elias upon the 
Mount of Transfiguration; for that scene, being also 
by the supposition the product of the imagination, 
shows us the manner in which they were thought to 
be changed who were admitted even to the outskirts 
of the “excellent glory.” ? 

But we have every reason to believe that there 
was nothing of the kind visible in the Risen Lord. 
There is no ground for thinking that His appearance 

*Luke xxiv. 21. *2 Peter i. 17. 
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aiter He rose was to the outward eye different from 
what it had been before. We do not even read such 
a statement as that made upon one occasion by St. 
Mark regarding Jesus during His earthly life, “And 
they were in the way, going up to Jerusalem; and 
Jesus was going before them; and they were amazed ; 
and they that followed were afraid”? A state of 
excitement would certainly have produced traits of a 
more striking nature than those that we actually 
possess. 

On the other hand, if the imagination of the 
disciples did not lead them to think of a heavenly 
abode to which their Lord might have retired during 
the interval of three days, but simply of the fact that 
their beloved Master and Friend was again in the 
midst of them, would not that condition of excited 
and enthusiastic love which alone could produce a | 
vision have made it necessary to imagine Jesus also 
meeting them with an eagerness and fondness equal 
to that with which they met Him? But again there 
is nothing of the kind. There is rather something 
almost repellent in His words to Mary Magdalene, 
“Touch me not.” At the very moment when the 
two disciples recognised Him at Emmaus, and would 
have their hearts most open to Him, He vanished out 
of their sight.2 When Peter was restored to the 
apostleship, it was only at the third question, 
“Lovest thou Me?” that He met the Apostle’s ex- 

*Mark x, 32. *Luke xxiv, 31, 
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pression of warm and friendly love,—such love as 
that with which he had loved his Master upon 
earth,—with the same word as that which St. Peter 
himself had used. When He asked the Eleven on 
one occasion whether they had any meat, and having 
taken fish before them ate, there is no evidence that 
they were asked ‘to join in the meal;? and when, at 
the Sca of Galilee, He prepared a banquet for them 
on the shore, it does not appear that He partook of 
it. In all His manifestations of Himself, in short, 
which are said to be the mere reflection of the love 
and devotion of the disciples, He appears in quite an- 


‘ other character from that in which love and devotion 
_ would have fancied Him. He is distant, reserved, 
| the Master and Teacher rather than the old familiar 


Friend. We can hardly think that Mary would now 
have had courage to sit at His feet, or that the be- 
loved disciple would have ventured to lean upon His 
bosom. It was not thus that He would have ap- 
peared had He appeared in vision. 

3. The vision theory is inconsistent with the state 
of matters in the Christian community after the mani- 
festations. Had excited expectation led to visions, the 
excitement could not fail to have been increased by 
their actual occurrence. A single visionary may per- 
haps be calm and collected; may perhaps, notwith- 
standing his excitement, display a clear perception of 
the future, and make skilful preparation for its needs, 

*Luke xxiv. 43, 
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A community can hardly do so. The general feeling 
will be too high, too hopeful, and too daring. Having 
seen the fulfilment of its most extraordinary, even of 
its most extravagant, expectations, it will not be cool 
enough to anticipate difficulties, to calculate conse- 
quences, to think of arrangements suitable for quick- 
ening the ordinary slowness of human apprehension, 
and overcoming the ordinary stubbornness of the 
human will. Yet this was exactly what the Apostles, 
with the concurrence of the whole Christian com- 
munity, did immediately after the manifestations of 
Himself by the Risen Lord, and during the very time 
that they were taking place. The history of the forty 
days between the Resurrection and the Ascension is 
peculiarly interesting when considered in this point 
of view. Let us think of these days for an instant, 
and what should we naturally expect? Ever and 
again during their course the Risen Lord was reported 
to have shown Himself from time to time in the midst 
of His disciples—now to one, now to several, now for 
a moment only, and now for more lengthened inter- 
course. In circumstances like these, is it not natural 
to think that the disciples would be unfit for all de- 
liberate planning as to the future, for all dwelling 
on the task before them, for all thought of the best 
means of carrying home to others, by argument and 
reason, a conviction impressed upon themselves 
through the immediate interposition of God? Is it 
not natural to think that they would rather live either 


— 


104 THE. RESURRECTION LECT. 





in constant expectation of some fresh manifestation 
of their Lord, or under the influence of the power- 
ful emotions which those already given must have 
awakened? Yet such an impression would be wholly 
incorrect. In point of fact, the forty days during 
which the manifestations are said to have continued 
seem to have been far less days of emotion than days 
of training and instruction for the hardest task ever 
undertaken by man. At first, no doubt, there was 
great emotion :—Mary “running to bring the disciples 
word;” St. Peter and St. John “running” to the 
grave; the two disciples at Emmaus “Tising up the 
same hour’ in which Jesus made Himself known to 
them, and returning “in haste” to Jerusalem; while, 
amidst all the simplicity of the Gospel narrative, we 
hear the weeping and see the joy. But that time 
passes away; and when St. Luke afterwards sums up 
the nature of the intercourse which the disciples, dur- 
ing that time, had with their Lord, he describes Jesus 
as “speaking the things concerning the kingdom of 
God,” and as charging them not to depart from 
Jerusalem, but “to wait for the promise of the Father, 
which they had heard of Him.”* The greatest com- 
missions given to the disciples were given during these 
days; and among them was at least one commission— 
“that they should make disciples of all the nations,” ? 
—which they were not till a considerable time after- 
wards even able to comprehend, and which therefore 
* Acts i. 3, 4. *Matt. xxviii. 19. 
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could not possibly have proceeded from their own 
state of Christian feeling at the time. No sooner, too, 
were these days over than what seems to have been 
the whole number of disciples at Jerusalem met to- 
gether in an upper room for prayer and supplication, 
and, as appears from the address of St. Peter on the 
occasion, for mutual counsel. Nor can we fail to be 
struck with the quiet wisdom of those words in which 
that Apostle pointed out the course that it seemed 
proper in the circumstances to pursue, as well as with 
the readiness with which his advice was adopted by the 
whole assembly. There is not the slightest trace of 
excitement in his language. Not the slightest: indica- 
tion is conveyed to us that we are in the midst of a 
company of visionaries who have wrought themselves 
up to such a pitch of expectation as to be able to 
persuade themselves that one of the wildest fancies 
ever entertained by men had been an actual reality. 
Even the Resurrection itself, though the point most 
of all to be witnessed to, is on that occasion not the 
only object of the Apostle’s thoughts. He goes back 
to the whole ministry of Christ, and advises that a 
witness of the Resurrection should be chosen from 
among those who had companied with them all the 
time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among 
them, “beginning from the baptism of John. until that 
same day that He was received up from them.” They 
all gave heed to what was said, prayed to Him who 
+ Acts: i. 14. 


106 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 





knew the heart to point out which of the two named 
by them He had chosen, and determined the matter 
by the customary method of casting lots. Never did 
the infant Church display more of the spirit of a 
sound mind than at the very moment when, upon the 
theory of visions, she should have been least self- 
possessed and calm. 

It was the same in the years immediately follow- 
ing, and before the enthusiastic impressions in which 
the theory of visions supposes the Church to have 
originated had had time to die away. Everything 
recorded of her at that time betokens a state of mind 
the very opposite of the unregulated or fanatical. 
She is deeply convinced of the reality of her faith, 
desirous to enjoy it in peace, glad when others are 
persuaded to cast in their lot along with her. We 
read of her continuing in the “Apostles’ teaching 
and fellowship, in the breaking of bread and the 
prayers.” * Her members seem still to have combined 
the worship of the Temple and the synagogue with 
their own more peculiar rites, as if either they did not 
themselves see the issue involved in their new faith, 
or were desirous not to break hastily with the past. 
As necessity called for it, they appointed new offices 
in the Church; and, with a singular delicacy of per- 
ception as to what was fitting, they chose the first 


+ Acts i. 21-26. 
* Acts. ii, 42. On the state of the Church at this time 
compare Keim, Jesus von Nazara, iii. pp. 594-600. 
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deacons from among those who seem to have been 
Hellenistic Jews; doubtless, because it was widows 
of that class who had complained that the widows of 
the Hebrew Jews were favoured in the daily minis- 
trations. When they were persecuted, they bore their 
trials without a murmur. When they had rest, they 
walked in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort 
of the Holy Ghost. 

All this, too, is of the more avail for our present 
purpose when we bear in mind that the Christianis- 
ing power of the early Christian Church lay not so 
much in teaching as in the transmission of a certain 
spirit from one generation or community or person 
to another. A convert was of course led to views of 
Divine truth which he did not previously hold; but 
what especially made him a Christian was his imbib- 
ing the spirit of the existing Church: and the spirit 
of the Church at any one point of her existence in 
these primitive times leads us back with much more 
confidence than would be the case now to what must! 
have been her spirit in the immediately preceding, 
stage of her history. When, accordingly, we find the’ 
Church of the latter half of the first century exhibit-. 
ing the calm, clear confidence in the power of her 
Risen Lord which actually distinguishes her, it is 
impossible to think that she could have sprung out 
of impressions which, if not correct, could only have 
been as wild a hallucination as ever occupied or ex- 
cited the mind of man. 
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4, The theory of visions is inconsistent with vari- 
ous subordinate circumstances marking the mani- 
festations of Himself by the Risen Lord. 

(1.) It is inconsistent with the length of time 
during which the manifestations often lasted. It is 
true that they were occasionally brief, but they were 
very far from being always so. The walk to Emmaus 
must have occupied a considerable time, and during 
it there was not only conversation between Jesus and 
the two disciples, but a lengthened explanation from 
the lips of the former, when, “beginning from Moses 
and from all the prophets, He interpreted to them 
in all the Scriptures the things concerning Himself.” * 
The. appearances to the Apostles on two successive 
Sunday evenings were certainly not appearances last- 
ing only for an instant; and the teachings granted 
during the forty days concerning the kingdom of 
God undoubtedly imply not only long but patient 
intercourse on the part of Jesus. Visions, however, 
have never been known to last in this way. They 
are flashes of sudden conviction, and are over in a 
moment. 

(2.) The theory is not less inconsistent with the 
fact that the manifestations were made to numbers 
at the same instant. There is indeed a kind of electric 
sympathy in numbers wrought up into the same 
state of lively expectation, by means of which an 
impression made on one is often conveyed, with re- 

*Duke xxiv, 27, . 
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markable rapidity to the rest. But such simultane- 
ousness of conviction is never produced at the very 
first. A point of departure must be afforded for. it, 
and one alone must give the word, which may then 
pass with lightning speed throughout the company. 
We have nothing of this kind to deal with in the case 
before us. When the Risen Saviour appeared to 
the assembled Apostles, He addressed Himself im- 
mediately and directly to them all, “Peace be unto 
you.” ‘There was no cry on that occasion, as there 
was at the Sea of Galilee, on the part of any one of 
them, “It is the Lord.” Our narratives bear dis- 
tinctly on their face that the whole company was 
instantaneously affected in the same way. Similar 
observations apply still more to the number of “above 
five hundred brethren at once,” spoke of by St. 
Paul.? It is utterly impossible to think that upwards 
of five hundred persons could, without previous pre- 
paration (and the word “appeared” implies that 
there was none), persuade themselves by the mere 
power of the visionary faculty that they beheld the 
Risen Lord before them when they did not; or, if we 
imagine that they did, some of so large a number 
must afterwards, in cooler moments, have reflected 
upon what had passed, must have recalled the means 
by which their state of excitement was brought about, 
and must have suspected the reality of what they had 
seen. But no second thoughts of this kind can have 


. 41Luke xxiv. 37; John xx. 20. *1 Cor. xv. 6. 
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existed, or St. Paul would not have felt himself en- 
titled to appeal so calmly to the impression produced 
upon that whole number, “of whom the greater part 
remained unto that present, but some were fallen 
asleep.” 

(3.) The theory is inconsistent with the place 
where the chief manifestations were made. Later 
critics, such as Strauss and Keim, have endeavoured 
to discredit the appearances to the Apostles in 
Jerusalem, and have urged that they cannot have 
taken place there, because the first message of the 
angel to the women was, “Lo, He goeth before you 
into Galilee; there shall ye see Him;”? and because 
Jesus Himself in His first manifestation gave His 
sanction to the message, “Go tell My brethren that 
they depart into Galilee, and there shall they see 
Me.”*® The purpose of these critics is an obvious 
one. Visionary appearances were much less likely 
to occur in Jerusalem than in Galilee. In the one 
the prevailing tone was selfishness, coldness, hard- 
ness, bitter opposition to the claims of the Messiah, 
while the disciples were few in number and over- 
whelmed with dread of the authorities of the land; 
in the other there was a spirit freer, bolder, not so 
wedded by selfish interest to existing institutions, 
ever ready to catch at new and promising ideas; 
while, at the same time, its lake, its towns, its hills 


* Leben Jesu f. d. D. V., p. 313, etc. Keim, Jesus von Na- 
gara, iii. 533. *Matt. xxviii. 7. > Matt. xxviii. 10. 
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and fields had been far more associated with the life 
of Jesus than Jerusalem had been. There, therefore, 
was the natural soil for visions, and there the Gospel 
narrative itself leads us to believe that they were to 
take place. On grounds like these it is urged that 
we cannot attach value to the reported appearances 
in Jerusalem: Galilee alone could be their scene. 
Let us not attach value to them: it is enough for 
our present purpose that they are related, and that, 
so related, they are to be regarded as the mere product 
of the visionary faculty. But, if so, how came the 
very same mental state of the early disciples to 
indicate, by means of the messages of the angels and 
of Jesus, that Galilee was to be the scene of the 
manifestations, and then to attach so many of them 
to Jerusalem? ‘These messages were of course parts 
of visions. ‘There was certainly no more reality in 
them than in any special appearance of the Risen 
Lord. How came the early Church to be in such 
confusion and self-contradiction upon the point? It 
was believed with a belief, the firmness and liveliness 
of which are the fundamental requisites of the vision 
theory, that the Risen Saviour was to be seen in 
Galilee; yet, instead of being seen there either alone 
or first, the earliest and most important visions are 
connected with Jerusalem. On the third day after 
the crucifixion tidings pass like wildfire through the 
small Christian community of the capital: “An angel 
has appeared; the Lord has appeared; and the mes- 
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sage. of both is that if we go into Galilee we shall see 
our Master again, amidst the scenes where we have so 
often met Him;” and lo! that very night He makes 
Himself manifest at Jerusalem,—in that very place 
with which, according to the negative school of criti- 
cism, He had no associations, where He had never 
laboured, which He had visited, after His ministry 
began, for the first time that very week in which He 
died. The vision theory must be more in harmony 
with itself before it can take the place of the Church’s 
faith. 

(4.) Once more, the theory is inconsistent with 
the fact that the visions came so suddenly to an end.* 
We have already seen cause to believe that during 
forty days appearances of the Risen Lord must have 
been more frequent than those actually recorded. 
The whole bearing, indeed, of the earlier verses of the 
first chapter of the Acts of the Apostles would almost 
lead to the inference that a continual process of inter- 
course had gone on, which, at the close of the forty 
days, came suddenly to an end. After that time no 
appearance of the Risen Lord is recorded except that 
to St. Paul, the circumstances and object of which 
were altogether exceptional. But it is not thus that 
enthusiasm works, and especially when all the intima- 
tions given by the Lord Himself of His future 


-? Comp. Keim, Jesus von Nazara, iii. p. 597, “At the mo- 
ment when the spirits of men, become fervid, are beginning 
to grow fanatical, the fanaticism is clean cut up by the 
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presence with His people had seemed to infer a con- 
tinuous presence with them rather than one of such 
short duration. No promise of His rising again had 
been connected with the mention of forty days. On 
the contrary, in the Gospel of St. John He had spoken 
of seeing them after a little while, when their heart 
would rejoice with a joy that no man should take 
from them;? and in the Gospel of St. Matthew His 
promise had been, “Lo, I am with you alway, even 
unto the consummation of the age.” ? 
stand words like these of the presence of His Spirit; 
but the infant Church could hardly apply them in 
that way. It was much more natural for her to 
think of continually-repeated manifestations, which 
should rather grow in brightness and in number in 
proportion as she needed them. These, however, 
did not take place; and days of trial and persecution, 
when they came, did not witness even one example 
of a fresh manifestation of her Risen Lord. 

Nor is even this all that may be said. The vision 
theory supposes a high state of excitement and enthu- 
siasm on the part of the disciples. That state reached 
its culminating point at Pentecost, when the gift of 
the Spirit put not only the Church but the whole 
city in a stir, and when St. Peter filled his first ser- 
mon to the people with thoughts of the Risen Lord. 
Still, there was no new manifestation of Him. Ten 
days before the manifestations had ceased; and from 

1John xvi. 22. ?Matt. xxviii. 20. 
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that moment onward there is not a whisper that any 
of them had been repeated. The fact is remarkable; 
and it helps to illustrate the imperfection of the 
theory we have been examining. 

Before passing altogether from the vision theory 
it seems desirable to say a few words upon that latest 
modification of it by Keim which has been already 
alluded to. Unable, on the one hand, to accept the 
historical faith of the Church in the Resurrection of 
our Lord, and yet equally unable, on the other, to 
regard as satisfactory any form of the vision theory 
hitherto offered, this distinguished historian of the 
life of Jesus is driven, with obviously saddened feel- 
ings, to a conclusion of his own. He removes the 
whole matter from the realm of science to that of 
faith. History, he believes, leaves nothing unques- 
tionable but the conviction of the Apostles that their 
‘ Lord had risen, together with the immense result of 
that conviction—the Christianising of mankind. But 
faith does more. Moving within its own appropriate 
sphere, which is entirely different from that of science, 
and in which it is impossible for science to refute it, 
faith completes and illumines those limitations of 
knowledge to which science must submit. In the 
present instance it does so by inspiring us “not 
merely with the assurance that Jesus, whatever may 
be the manner in which He went away from the earth, 
took His course to the higher world of God and 
of spirits, in order to bless the region beyond the 
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grave and, by means of His work embodied in His 
Church, to build up into conformity with it this 
present scene,” but also by giving us the conviction 
that “it was He, and no other, who, as one that died 
yet lives again, as even if not the Risen One yet 
glorified in heaven, granted visions to His disciples 
and revealed Himself to His community.” + The word 
“visions,” it will be observed, is used; but they are 
quite different from those postulated in the vision 
theory. They are not the result of enthusiasm, of 
nervousness, of mental excitement, on the part of the 
disciples—solutions which Keim finds incapable of 
supplying a rational explanation of the facts. They 
are directly granted by “God and the glorified Christ.” 
They may include even a “corporeal appearance” for 
those who fear that without this they would lose all. 
But, whatever they include, they are an objective 
reality, not a mere subjective impression; and they 
come and go, not according to the condition of those 
who witness them, but according to the will of the 
operating power. 

Such is the theory of Keim. It is unnecessary to 
discuss it at any length. As it is unfolded by its 
author the reader is touched by the deep sincerity 
and the warm admiration of Jesus with which it is 
set forth. But it will satisfy no one—not the Church, 
for Keim abandons all the proofs of a bodily resur- 
rection of Jesus upon which she rests; and certainly 


*Keim, Jesus von Nazara, iii. p. 601. 
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not her enemies, for he acknowledges the fact that, 
by whatever path He reached His exaltation, Jesus 
is now at the right hand of God, that thence He 
- communicates with His people, and that He has for 
\ ever united in the closest spiritual bonds the world 
of superhuman realities and the world of sense. The 
theory really admits the ultimate contents of the 
Church’s faith, although it denies the validity of the 
course by which she reaches them. If visions of 
Himself were granted by the “glorified Christ,” then 
Christ is glorified. If these visions might include 
even a “corporeal appearance,” then the glorified 
Christ must, unless we admit the horrible and utterly 
untenable idea of deception, have an appearance of 
that kind. If thus glorified with a corporeal appear- 
ance, He must either have risen from the grave or His 
Spirit must have been clothed with a new body. The 
latter supposition is not only in the highest degree 
improbable in itself, but is inconsistent with the 
whole teaching of those Scriptures to the general 
effect of which, however he may discard many of the 
particulars related by them, Keim looks with admira- 
tion and love. 

Nor is this all. For, if we suppose that the visions 
of the Risen Lord were granted directly by the Father 
in order to lead to faith in the Son as risen, it will be 
impossible to deny that there must have been a close 
correspondence between the faith which God designed 
to implant in the mind of the Church and the faith 
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which we know tu have been actually exhibited by her. 
We are in no doubt, however, as to the latter, mistaken 
as we may think it to have been. And we are thus 

' driven to the conclusion that by the visions which He 
granted of the glorified Son the Almighty designed to 
impress upon men what was not in accordance with 
the realities of the case—what was not the fact. 

; Surely the faith of the Church is a far simpler and 
more natural explanation of the phenomenon with 
which we have to deal. It makes no higher demand 
upon that Divine interposition from the thought of 
which so many shrink, and it leaves us more rational 
grounds for the faith of the early Christians. Keim’s 
elaborate argument goes no further than to supply 
another and conclusive proof that the vision theory, 
when examined as carefully as he has examined it, 
breaks down. 

Thus, then, it appears that the attempt to explain 
the alleged Resurrection of our Lord by the vision 
theory is attended with difficulties which may fairly 
be pronounced insuperable. There is no theory at 
the present time so confidently relied on by those who 
are unable to accept the Resurrection as a fact. It 
is in substance urged by Strauss,? and Renan;? it 
is defended with great acuteness of investigation by 
Holsten ;* it is accepted by the author of Supernatural 


1See Das Leben Jesu f. d. D. V., p. 304. * Note 43. 
*See Holgten’s work, Zum Bvangelium des Paulus und 
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Religion.1 Yet, from whatever point of view we look 
at the circumstances of the early Christian Church, at 
the same time taking into account well-known laws 
of the human mind which must have been the same 
then as they are now, we find them incompatible 
with the supposition that the appearances of the 
Risen Saviour proceeded only from that excited and 
expectant imagination of His followers which might 
have given rise to visions. The theory is contradicted 
by the condition of our Lord’s disciples at the moment 
of His death, by the nature of the manifestations 
themselves—even though they were no more than 
pictures of the fancy—by the after-life of the Church, 
and by different subordinate circumstances, such as 
their duration, the numbers who witnessed them at 
the same instant, the place where they occurred, and 
their cessation when they might have been expected 
to increase. The vision theory is a deeply interest- 
ing one. If true, it would undoubtedly overthrow 
the fact of a bodily Resurrection of our Lord, and 
with it the existence of the Christian faith in any 
sense worthy of the name. But it cannot for that 
reason alone be summarily dismissed. The chapter 
of human history involved in the literal Resurrection 
of our Lord is of unrivalled importance; and we 
are bound to inquire with as much calmness as pos- 
sible into both the fact and the objections to it. Of 
these objections the vision theory is undoubtedly the 
‘Vol. iii, p. 526. 
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most formidable; but it, as well as the others that 
have been mentioned, fails to satisfy the indispensable 
conditions of inquiry. It also, therefore, must be 
rejected, and we have no legitimate resource but to 
accept the fact. We may be thankful that it should 
be so. We may believe that the Church of Christ 
has not grounded her life and hope for eighteen 
centuries upon a delusion; and, in the face of either 
denial or scorn, we may assert that our words are 
those of truth and soberness, when we proclaim that 
He who died upon the cross rose on the third morning 


from the grave. 
-Note 44, 
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LECTURE IV 


“Behold, I cast out devils, and I do cures to-day and to- 
morrow, and the third day I shall be perfected.” — 
—l LuKE xiii. 32. 


“Tux Lorp is risen indeed.” We have satisfied our- 
selves as to the fact that the Redeemer who died upon 
the cross, and was buried, came forth upon the third 
morning from the grave; and that, after having for 
forty days from time to time appeared upon the earth, 
He ascended, in the glorified condition in which He 
rose, to His Father and our Father, to His God and 
our God. The fact is one of so stupendous a nature 
as to demand inquiry into its purpose and effect. 
The Almighty does nothing in vain; He wastes no 
strength; His means are always in just proportion 
to His ends. A fact like this, therefore, can hardly 
fail to have an important place among the great facts 
belonging to the scheme of our redemption. Is it so? 
and, if so, What is that place? are the questions that 
we have now to ask. 

It has indeed been alleged by one of the most 
eminent theologians of the Church of Christ, whose 
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labours contributed more than those of any other that 
can be named to the revival of religion in the early 
part of the present century—the distinguished Schlei- 
ermacher—that the Christian consciousness is wholly 
independent of the Resurrection of our Lord. That — 
Resurrection is a matter of Scripture statement, and 
must be accepted by those who can satisfy themselves 
that the evidence is good; but it is no part of the 
convictions that make the Christian what he is; and, 
altogether apart from it, we may have a complete 
impression of everything that Jesus was as our Re- 
deemer, and a complete experience in ourselves of the 
blessings of His redemption.t The same view has been 
advocated by theologians of later date;* and there 
can be no doubt that at this moment it is more or 
less adopted by many members of the Christian 
Church. Important advantages are thought to be 
connected with it. It seems to leave us the sub- 
stance of our faith, while at the same time it affords 
a means of escape from the reception of its greatest 
miracle. The life of our Lord is supposed to be 
untouched, except in so far as the view may affect 
the credibility of the Evangelists. We may still 
speak, it is imagined, of the risen life, of a life above 
the world, of a life to which we can apply the 
Apostle’s words, “It is not I that live, but Christ 
liveth in me”; and what more do we require? 

Even in this country, where such an extreme view 

2 Glaubenslehre, vol. ii. § 99. *Note 45. 
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is probably seldom adopted by professing Christians, 
there is a mode of looking at the Resurrection of 
our Lord which is hardly less fatal to what we have 
yet to speak of as its real place and power. It is 
regarded mainly in its evidential value. It is dwelt 
upon as a fulfilment of prophecies either found in 
_ the Old Testament, or uttered by the lips of Jesus 
Himself; as an attestation of the truth of His doc- 
trine and claims; as a solemn guarantee that His 
atonement has been accepted by the Father; as the 
pledge and earnest of our own resurrection at the 
great day of account. It is treated less as an essen- 
tial and integral part of the work which the Lord 
Jesus Christ had been sent into the world to ac- 
complish, than as something following that work; 
as the visible and glorious reward bestowed by the 
Father upon the Son of His love, who had been faith- 
ful unto death and had finished the work given Him 
to do. This is the view of the Resurrection almost 
exclusively presented to us, both in the teaching of 
our pulpits and in the writings of our divines. Few 
members of the Christian Church seem to think of 
more. It is certainly not without great value. The 
Resurrection of our Lord justifies alike the inferences 
that have been spoken of, and others of a similar 
kind; yet it is obvious that all of them may be 
accepted. by us, without the Risen Lord having any 
immediate place in our Christian consciousness or 
* Note 46. 
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any immediate influence on our Christian life. They 
may only lead us back again, though with quickened 
gratitude and deepened interest, to His death. The 
cross may still be in our eyes the grand termination 
of His redeeming work. But the view thus taken, 
even if so far correct, is as a whole in a high degree 
imperfect; and the teaching of the New Testament 
distinctly shows us that it is so. 

Thus in John x. 17, 18, we read, “Therefore doth 
the Father love Me, because I lay down My life, that 
I may take it again. No one taketh it away from 
Me, but I lay it down of Myself. I have power 
to lay it down, and I have power to take it again. This 
commandment received I from My Father.” It is the 
whole “commandment” of the Father, the whole 
charge or commission of the Father, as given to the 
Son in the counsels of eternity, that is here referred 
to; and that commandment extends not only to the 
laying down of His life by the Son, but to His “taking 
it again.” The latter, as well as the former, was a part 
of that doing of the Father’s will in which the free and 
perfect submission of the Son to the Father was so 
conspicuously exhibited as to form the very founda- 
tion of the eternal love with which the Father loved 
the Son. The two parts of the statement cannot be 
separated from one another. Nay, not only so; the 
taking of His life again is here spoken of by our Lord 
as the ultimate act in which both the will of the 
Father and the free adoption of that will by the Son 
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are manifested. It is not a mere consequence of His 
laying down His life: it is the end for which the life 
is laid down,—“Therefore do I lay down My life, that 
I may take it again.” The words of our Lord Him- 
self thus teach us that, in the original commandment 
of His Father, not death but resurrection from the 
power. of death, together with the life which followed, 
was the true goal of that race which He was to run, 
the true completing of that obedience which in the 
scheme of redemption He was to render.* 

Again, in John xii. 27 we have an expression of 
the feelings with which our Lord contemplated His 
own work in its most trying hour, “Now is My soul 
troubled; and what shall I say? ‘Father, save Me. 
out of this hour: but for this cause came I unto this 
hour.” The true rendering of this passage is not 
that of our English Bibles, Father, save Me “from,” 
but, Father, save Me “out of” this hour ;? and, when 
we observe this, the whole aspect of the prayer is 
changed. It is no longer a prayer on the part of 
Jesus that He may be spared the bitterness of drink- 
ing to the very dregs the cup of wrath. We know 
indeed that He did shrink from the draught, although 
in a manner so entirely in submission to His Father’s 
will that the shrinking cannot be associated with any 
thought of sin: “Oh My Father, if it be possible, let 
this. cup pass away from Me; nevertheless not as I 
will, but as Thou Wilt.”* These words, however, do 


*Note 47. *Note 48, 
*Matt, xxvi. 39; Mark xiv. 36; Luke xxii, 42, 
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not express. the whole of His mental state; and the 
record of St. John supplies what the earlier Evan- 
gelists have left unnoticed. Our Lord prayed not 
merely that he might be saved from that hour, but 
out of that hour; not merely that, if possible, He 
might escape suffering, but that, if it was impossible 
for Him to escape it, He might pass through it to a 
glorious deliverance,—that through death He might 
be conducted to that life beyond death in which the 
purpose of His coming was to be reached. At the 
moment when He uttered the prayer before us He 
felt that He was the corn of wheat about to be cast 
into the ground to die,t but He did not think of 
dying as the end for which the great Sower scattered 
Him from His hand. Wheat is sown not for death 
but for the harvest; and for the sake of the harvest, 
for the sake of the life through death, Jesus came to 
that hour. 

Again, it is upon this principle that we are to 
explain the remarkable word used by St. Luke in 
his account of the Transfiguration, when, telling us 
of the subject upon which Jesus then conversed 
with the representatives of the law and the prophets, 
he says that they spake of the exodus, not of the “de- 
cease,’ which He should accomplish at Jerusalem.’ Ha- 
odus is more than “decease ;” it is a going forth from 
a state of humiliation and suffering to a glorious rest.’ 
But it is not only in passages such as these, in 


1Verse 24. 7Luke ix. 31. > Note 49. 
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which we have the words either of Jesus or of an 
Evangelist, that we find a pre-eminence attached to 
the Resurrection of our Lord which the Church too 
often fails to recognise; the same point is brought 
before us elsewhere in the New Testament, both 
in special texts and in the whole strain of the sacred 
writers’ thoughts... 

Thus, in the Epistle to the Hebrews we find on one 
occasion words exactly similar to those that have al- 
ready met us in the twelfth chapter of the Gospel of 
St. John, although the sense of them is again marred 
in our English Bibles by the substitution of the 
preposition “from” for the preposition “out of”: 
“Who, in the days of His flesh, having with a strong 
cry and tears offered up prayers and supplications 
unto Him that was able to save Him out of death, 
and having been heard for His reverent fear, though 
He was a Son, yet learned obedience by the things 
which He suffered.” * In that prayer which he selects 
as the strongest evidence afforded in the life of Jesus 
of His reverent fear, the sacred writer tells us that He 
prayed not that he might be delivered “from” death, 
but that He might be delivered “out of” it. Or 
take such passages as the following from St. Paul: 
“Tf thou shalt confess with thy mouth Jesus as Lord, 
and shalt believe in thy heart that God raised Him 
from the dead, thou shalt be saved;”’? “Where- 
fore God also highly exalted Him, and gave unto 


1 Heb. v. 7. *Rom. x. 9. 
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Him the name which is above every name; that 
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord” (that is, the Risen and Glorified Lord), “to 
the glory of God the Father;”! “For if, while we 
were enemies, we were reconciled to God through the 
death of His Son, much more, being reconciled, shall 
we be saved in His life;”? “Who is he that shall 
condemn? It is Christ Jesus that died, yea rather, 
that was raised from the dead, who is at the right 
hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us;” ® 
while it is unnecessary to quote the many passages 
in which the Resurrection of our Lord is mentioned, 
along with His death, as one of the two great facts 
that are essentially and equally necessary to the ac- 
complishment of our salvation.* It is worthy of notice 
indeed that “salvation,” in the full meaning of the 
word, is never connected in the New Testament with 
the death of Christ alone. Pardon of sin, redemp- 
tion, and reconciliation are, but not salvation. Salva- 
_tion includes life; and, though the seed must be 
dissolved, it is from the living germ in the seed, and 
not from the surrounding death, that the life springs 
up.® . 

Once more, it will repay the attentive reader of 
the word of God to study in this point of view the 
combination of ideas presented to us in the Gospel 
of St. John and in the Epistle to the Hebrews. He 


‘Phil. ii. 9, 11.. *Rom. v.10. "Rom. viii. 34. Note 50. 
®See further remarks on this point in Appendix to Note 56. 
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will find that the leading theme of the Gospel,—one 
appearing both in its general structure and in the 
structure of particular passages,’ both in the words 
of Jesus which it preserves, and in the scenes from 
His life which it describes,2—is not suffering and 
death upon the one hand, or glory upon the other; 
nor is it a theme with two separate parts, life and 
death, or death and life. The main thought of the 
Gospel is single, though compound. It is glory won 
| through shame, triumph through apparent defeat, life 
through death. The two things come constantly to- 
gether. Both are included in the remarkable ex- 
pression, “Lifted on high,” so characteristic of St. 
John;* and we do not catch the idea contained in 
the expression by saying that Jesus dies and is glori- 
fied, but by saying that Jesus passes through death, 
the first stage of glory, to a still higher and more 
perfect stage of glory. 

The same thing is not less strikingly apparent in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews. Only one text in that 
Epistle makes direct mention of the Resurrection of 
our Lord,* and even there it is incidentally intro- 
duced; but the whole Epistle presupposes His 
Resurrection. It is the Risen and Ascended Lord who 
is its great theme throughout, the High Priest after 
the order of Melchizedec, both Priest and King “for 
ever.” § 


4Note 51. *Note 52. *Note 53. 
*Heb. xiii. 20. ®Note 54. 
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The Resurrection of our Lord, in short, according 
to the invariable teaching of Scripture, is not some- 
thing consequent upon His redemptive work; it is 
a part of the work itself. It is not something merely 
designed to prove to us that that death upon the 
cross which the world scorned is “the power of God 
and the wisdom of God unto salvation.” It is itself 
“power” and “wisdom”; it is one of the great re- 
demptive acts of Jesus. Let us consider it, 


I. In relation to His own Person. It is un- 
necessary to repeat what was said in a previous 
Lecture as to the condition of our Lord at the mo- 
ment when He rose, or to dwell again upon the fact 
that what He was when He ascended to His Father 
in heaven, He was when He came forth from the 
tomb; that what He is now in His glorified state, 
He was during the forty days when He showed Him- 
self from time to. time to His disciples. If the 
observations then made were correct, the point which 
now claims our attention is, that in our Lord’s resur- 
rection-state there was, so far as regarded the con- 
stitution of His person, an advance upon what it 
had been during His previous life. The body now 
possessed by Him was not His old body, with what- 
ever amount of outward glory we suppose it to have 
been glorified; but rather that old body changed, 
transfigured from within, so that it might be the 
fitting and perfectly adequate expression of pure 
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spirit. A body of that kind our Lord could not have 
possessed before. Not at the Incarnation; for even 
in Paradise, before the Fall, man’s body was “natural,” 
not “spiritual”; and if our Lord’s body, at the 
time when He became incarnate, had been the latter 
instead of the former, it would have been different 
from ours. He would not have been “made of 
the seed of David according to the flesh,” and the 
assurance so necessary to faith would have been 
wanting, that “since then the children are sharers in 
flesh and blood, He also Himself in like manner par- 
took of the same.” Nor could our Lord’s body have 
become “spiritual” through the transforming in- 
fluence of the Spirit at any stage of His earthly life 
subsequent to the Incarnation. All along, indeed, 
the Spirit in His fulness dwelt in Him. He was con- 
ceived in the Spirit’s power; at His Baptism the 
Spirit not only descended, but “abode” upon Him; ? 
and it was in the power of the Spirit that He began 
His ministry. But up to the time of the Resurrec- 
tion He was not free to let the Spirit produce His 
natural and proper effects upon His bodily frame. 
He was still continuing, as it was necessary that 
He should continue, that “emptying Himself of His 
glory” which was essential to the carrying out of 
His: great work. The first purpose of His coming 
had not yet been answered. Standing in our room 
and stead, He had not yet wrought out, in the very 
*Matt. i. 18, ? John i, 32. * Luke iv, 14. 
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nature that had sinned, His victory of love. Had 
His body been changed hefore this was done, He 
would have failed to be our Representative at the 
very moment when that love had reached its point 
of highest intensity; when it was most pleasing to 
the Father ;? and when it had achieved its most glori- 
ous results.* At the Resurrection it was different. 
The suffering for our sake to which love led Him 
to submit had culminated in death; the sacrifice 
rendered necessary by the relations between a holy 
God and sinful man had been presented; the corn 
of wheat, having fallen into the ground and died, 
was ready to produce much fruit. No hindrance 
existed now to the passing onward of our Lord’s body 
to its perfection; and in such a body—a distinct ad- 
vance upon that with which He had formerly lived 
and died—Jesus rose. 

Not only so. It is of peculiar importance to 
observe that the advance thus made was in conform- 
ity with principles which the Almighty had stamped 
upon the constitution of things, and with the design 
which he had originally formed. ‘“Howbeit,” says 
St. Paul, as he reasons on the subject, “that is not 
first which is spiritual, but that which is natural; 
then that which is spiritual. The first man is of the 
earth, earthy; the second man is of heaven.”* It 
is of no moment whether the Apostle is here think- 


1 John xiii. 1. *John x. 17. * John xii. 32. 
*1 Cor. xv. 46, 47. Note 55. 


132 THE RESURRECTION LECT, 





ing only of the two kinds of bodies of which he had 
just spoken,—the one so frail and corruptible, the 
other so powerful and incorruptible; or whether he 
has in his eye a universal law of history. In either 
case the lesson for our present purpose is the same. 
We learn that, in the relation of the resurrection- 
body of our Lord to His body as it was before He 
died upon the cross, we have the operation of a great 
law which may be traced both in the record of crea- 
tion and in God’s providential dealings with our race. 
There is nothing final in the universe except God. 
‘Everything comes from Him; everything tends to 
Him. There is a constant aspiration through the 
| long ages on the part of all that exists towards some- 
‘thing higher, better, nobler than  itself,—towards 
something liker its source,—that is, liker God, liker 
spirit. This progress is, without doubt, through 
much humiliation and suffering, even through an 
amount of sacrifice and death at the thought of 
which we often stand appalled. It would be foreign 
to our subject to show that here again the Lord 
Jesus Christ fulfils the great law of our humanity; 
and it is enough to say that, however trying the 
means may be which are indispensable to purge us 
from the influences of sense, and to bring us under 
the one and absolute dominion of spirit, the latter is 
, the end to which our nature points. To draw in- 
‘ definitely nearer God is the glorious destiny of man. 
But man cannot effect this by shaking off the body 
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altogether. He would then be no longer man. His 
body can never be wholly changed into spirit. Had 
we to think of a time when man shall be nothing but 
a Divine spirit, and when there shall be no outward 
expression of that spirit in what is perceptible to the 
senses, then man would be as God, instead of being 
only a manifestation of God. 

In this path of bodily change, therefore, the Lord 
Jesus Christ precedes us. He is the Archetype in 
which the idea of the Divine mind is realised. In 
the two facts of His Incarnation and Resurrection He 
sums up the purpose of the great Creator. From the 
moment that He resolved to become our Leader and 
“Captain” in the path of life, it became necessary 
that the words should be fulfilled in Him as well as 
us, “Howbeit that was not first which is spiritual, 
but that which is natural; then that which is 
spiritual.” 

Keeping in view, then, the nature of that body 
with which our Lord rose, it follows, from all that 
has been said, that His Resurrection was the perfect- 
ing in His Person—and that too according to God’s 
own eternal plan—of a humanity which even our first 
parents had received only in its rudimentary and 
initial not its ultimate stage, and the upward pro- 
gress of which had been interrupted by the Fall. It 
was the culmination of a great development for which 
man was always destined, and which would have 
been accomplished for him in some other way, even 
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if he had never sinned. It was the bringing about 
of a result aimed at in fundamental and essential 
impulses of our nature, and towards which, therefore, 
that nature must always point, as what alone can 
satisfy its desires, fulfill its hopes, and complete its 
glory. 

Such is the perfecting of our Lord’s Person by His 
Resurrection. Not as Divine only but as also human 
He was perfected. He did not return, when He rose, 
to absolute Divinity ; He is not simply spirit now; nor 
is He possessed of an angelic nature, although in that 
nature He might be exalted above the brightest angel 
that is before the face of the Most High." 

As man, He rose, ascended into heaven, sat down 
upon His throne,—as man, with our human nature 
not less real and true than ever because it has been 
perfected,—as man, with an eye to look in love upon 
His own; with a voice to speak to them in its old 
tender tones; with a hand to lay upon the heads of 
children taken away before their sorrowing parents 
to His own gentle presence. O glorious consummation 
of all His toils! O meet reward of all His sufferings! 
O happy tidings for those who know that what their 
Lord is they shall in due time be!—that they shall 
be like Him who is not only true God but perfect 
man, no more needing to groan in this earthly house 
of their tabernacle being burdened, but being clothed 
upon, and with what is mortal swallowed up of life. 

*Heb. ii, 5-9. | 
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One remark may be permitted before we pass on. 
It will be seen that, looked at in this light, the 
Resurrection of our Lord is no longer an isolated 
miracle, no longer a fact which simply guarantees 
another fact embraced in the scheme of our redemp- 
tion. It is taken up into the great redemptive pro- 
cess. It is a step—the highest and the final step—_ 
in a grand development of humanity contemplated BS 
by the Creator from the very first. It is the crowning 
act of a series of events which was begun when all } 
things “were created” in Christ; was carried on 
when all things “consisted” in Him; and was in its 
principle completed when He who had been “the 
first born of all creation” became again “the begin- 
ning, the first born from the dead, that in all things 
He might have the pre-eminence.” Then the human, 
not in “the likeness of sinful flesh,’ but in the condi- 
tion originally designed for it, was united to the 
Divine in one perfect unity for ever. Any one, there- 
fore, who accepts the Incarnation ought to have no 
difficulty in accepting the Resurrection of our Lord. 
The latter is only the completing of that humanity 
which had been assumed in the former; the perfect- 
ing of a process which, without it, would have stopped 
short of the only goal that we can regard as 
final. 


II. From the Person of our Lord we have now to 
turn to His Work, that we may ask how His Resur- 
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rection bears on it. An answer to this question may be 
given in two particulars. In His Resurrection the com- 
pletion of His work began, and in it the Almighty gave 
attestation of His acceptance of all that He had done. 

1. In it the completion of His work began. For 
we are not to imagine that that work was accom- 
plished either by His life on earth, or by His death. 
It is true that the fundamental office which our Lord 
came into the world to discharge was that of Priest, 
and that His fundamental commission was to present 
the one perfect offering for sin by which God might 
be reconciled to man, and man to God. But the 
question immediately arises, How much did that 
priesthood and offering include? We know that 
they included His humiliation, and sorrows, and suf- 
ferings, and death; for these were not merely what 
a good man cannot escape in his conflict with the 
world. They were in their own nature expiatory,— 
a true and proper sacrifice for sin. “Our Passover 
also hath been sacrificed, even Christ;’? “Him who 
knew no sin He made fo be sin on our behalf, that we 
might become the righteousness of God in Him;” 
“In whom we have our redemption through His 
blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses;” “The blood 
of Jesus His son cleanseth us from all sin.”? But 
the point now before us is, whether our Lord’s 
offering for sin did not go beyond His death, whether 
it did not also embrace His Resurrection and pre- 


*1 Cor. v. 7; 2 Cor. v. 21; Ephes. i. 7; 1 John i. 7. 
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sentation of Himself to the Father in the heavenly 
Sanctuary. 

In considering this it will be well to call to mind 
a part of the ritual of the law too frequently lost 
sight of,—the double procedure with the blood of the 
victim sacrificed; for, upon the great Day of Atone- 
ment (to say nothing at present of the ordinary sin- 
offerings), the High Priest’s offering for sin was not 
completed by the mere slaughtering of the victim, 
and the pouring out of its blood at the bottom of the 
brazen altar in the Court. It was not when the High 
Priest killed the bullock of the sin-offering and the 
goat of the sin-offering, that the atonement was ac- 
complished; but then only when, putting some. of 
the blood into a basin, he took it within the veil, and 
sprinkled it upon the Mercy Seat. There were thus 
two parts of the offering; there was a double pro- 
cedure with the blood; and the two parts in the 
double procedure were not a simple repetition of the 
same idea,—a symbolical setting forth of the same 
relation. between the Almighty upon the one hand, 
and the sinner upon the other. Confusion seems to 
have been introduced into this subject by the failure 
of inquirers to observe that, in both parts of the 
ceremonial which, while distinct, were closely related 
to one another, the blood was still the same blood 
and that, considered simply by itself, it represented 
in both the same thing. In neither case was it dead; 
in both cases it was warm and living blood. The 
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language of Lev. xvii. 11 is express, “For the life of 
the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it to you 
upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls.” 
It is the blood as life that is there “given upon the 
altar,’ not the blood as death. Throughout the 
whole ritual, therefore, up to the moment when all 
the actings with it were over, the blood of the victim 
was its life, as much alive when it was sprinkled 
(only that then it had passed through death) as when 
it was first drawn forth by the knife of the offerer. 
But while the blood was thus itself the same, the 
procedure with it seems to have had a different mean- 
ing at the two different stages of the offering. At 
the one it bore along with it the life of the offerer 
sacrificed in the person of the victim to Him who 
had said, “The soul that sinneth shall die.” At the 
other it bore along with it the same life of the offerer 
saved in death and through death, and now sur- 
rendered upon that “Propitiatory’ or Mercy Seat 
which God had Himself provided as the covering of 
the ark of His testimony. In the first act, that of the 
slaughtering, there was death, although death only as 
the way to life. The people died in the sacrifice; and 
the high priest, as their representative, acknowledged 
that they deserved to die. In the second act, that of 
the sprinkling, there was life. The people had ac- 
cepted, and passed through, death ; and the high priest, 
as their representative, laid their life in its new aspect 
as an offering before God, expressing their reunion to 
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Him who had redeemed them, and their willing sur- 
render of themselves in the bond and on the condi- 
tions of His covenant. Then only, when all this had 
been done, could it be said that the covenant rela- 
tion had been re-established between God and Israel. 
Then only was the high priest’s work as the rep- 
resentative of Israel finished; and then only could 
he come forth from the inmost part of the sanctuary 
as the representative of God to proclaim that the 
offering was complete, that Israel was both a pardoned 
and a holy people, and that its sins might be sent 
away into that darkness and desolation to which sin 
belongs. But before this proclamation could be made, 
both the actions with the blood that have been 
spoken of were necessary; and, had the high priest, 
in addition to setting forth the death of Israel at the 
Altar in the Court, not also laid Israel in and for a 
new life upon the Mercy Seat, he would not have 
accomplished the service of the day. 

Still further, it can hardly fail to be seen that it 
was in the second part of the service that the whole 
- ceremonial culminated. All inquirers are agreed 
upon this point, and it is unnecessary to discuss it. 
Life laid upon the altar of God, to be His for ever, 
must always be a higher thing than life yielded up 
to death because of sin; and the words of the 
Almighty by His prophet sounded throughout the 
whole of the Old Testament Dispensation, “As I 
live, saith the Lord, I have no pleasure in the death 
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_ of the wicked; but that the wicked turn from his 
way and live: turn ye, turn ye from your evil ways; 
for why will ye die, O house of Israel?”* In the 
second part of the service the people were not only 
ransomed, but dedicated; not only pardoned, but 
consecrated. A separation had been made between 
them and the power not less than the punishment 
of sin.? 

Let us pass from the type to the Antitype. The 
writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews has left us in 
no doubt as to the manner in which all this was 
fulfilled in our Lord. The lesson constantly enforced 
in that Epistle is that the high priesthood of Christ 
is “fulfilled” by His work in heaven; that only after 
His Resurrection is He in a position to exhaust the 
functions of that office; and that His offering does not 
reach its culminating point until, within the heavenly 
sanctuary, He presents Himself to the Father in all 
that perfection of service which the Father claims. 
The meaning of our Lord’s presentation of Himself in 
heaven is thus different from that of His death upon 
the cross. Both are indeed parts of one whole; but 
they are not on that account to be confounded with 
one another, or to be regarded as the expression, in 
different ways, of one and the same thought. There 
is a distinct difference between them. In the one 
our great Representative bears the penalty of our 
sins, submitting Himself to death, the first demand 


3 Ezek, Xxxlii, ll. * Note 56. 
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of the Divine law upon the sinner,—yet doing this, 
not simply that He may die, but that He may pass 
through death to life. In the other He who is still 
our Representative presents Himself to His Heavenly 
Father, as One who has passed through death to life, 
and whose life, redeemed from the power of death, is 
now to be presented for ever to the Father in joyful 
gratitude and praise. Were it not for the first act, 
our Lord, and we in Him, would approach into the 
Divine presence without that free acceptance of 
penalty which must be the very first step in our 
return from evil. Were it not for the second, actual 
return to God would not take place. Without the 
former, that death would be wanting out of which 
alone the corn of wheat can spring up in life.? 
Without the latter, there would be no springing up 
of the corn of wheat at all. Neither act is sufficient 
without the other; and both must be accomplished 
before the work of the Heavenly High Priest can be 
regarded as complete. 

It conveys, therefore, a false idea of the work of 
our Lord when we say that it was finished on the 
cross, and that His Glorification was only His reward, 
and the guarantee to us of His acceptance with God. 
He Himself indeed had cried on the cross, “It is 
finished.” But what was finished? His groans and 
tears, and agonies and cries; His submission to the 
pains and sufferings and death appointed for Him; 


1 John xii. 24. 
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His struggle with the world and its prince ;—these 
were finished, but not His offering. That was not 
finished until, as One who had died and risen again, 
He went, perfected through death, into the Holiest 
of all, and there devoted Himself, and His people 
in Him, to the perpetual service of the Eternal 
Father. 

The Resurrection of our Lord, instead of being a 
mere consequence of His work, is thus a part of the 
work itself. Without it He would have left that 
work unfinished. As our Representative He might 
have led us to the sacrifice of death rendered neces- 
sary by the fact that we had sinned. But He would 
not have led us into the higher life——the life in God, 
—for which we were created, and in which the end 
of our existence is attained. It is only by the con- 
tinued offering of Himself in the new life of His 
resurrection-state that His people are taken “in Him” 
beyond death into heavenly and eternal life. 

Two other parts of the priestly work of Christ 
might still have been spoken of had time permitted 
—TIntercession and Benediction. It is enough to say 
that without our Lord’s Resurrection neither of them 
could have been realised, and that He could not, in 
consequence, have been a perfect Priest. 

If the work of Christ as the High Priest of His 
people would thus have been unfinished without His 
Resurrection, the same thing may next be said of the 
other offices discharged by Him for His people’s good. 
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_ Thus the message of salvation which He reveals as 
Prophet would not have been complete. That mes- 
sage is founded upon what He has done as Priest. 
It is the glad tidings of an atoning work which 
is not only begun but finished, of a salvation which 
includes not only the death of the old man, but 
the quickening into life of the new man within us, 
‘of a change which involves our dying unto sin in 
order that we may live unto righteousness. This is 
“the will of God for our salvation,”—not simply fresh 
discoveries of the power or wisdom or goodness of 
the great Creator; not simply the inculcation of moral 
precepts more comprehensive and beautiful than the 
world had yet possessed or could have reached by 
speculations of its own, but a union in love with the ° 
Father through the Son as Priest. Such a will of 
God could only be revealed after Christ had risen. 
His Resurrection was a part of the revelation; and 
without it the very word to be proclaimed could not be 
perfected. 

But there is more than this to be said upon the 
point before us. To assert only that the Resurrection 
of our Lord is necessary to the fulfilment of His 
prophetical office, because His Resurrection is a 
necessary part of the revelation to be proclaimed, is 
to look at the matter in a more outward light than 
that in which it is presented to us in the word of 
God. ‘There is not less an inner bond between the 
fact of the Resurrection of Christ and the execution 
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of His work as Prophet; for, in that work, our Lord. 
was to do more than simply reveal the truth once 
for all, and then leave it as a legacy to the world, in 
the fixed and definite form which is implied by its 
being written in a book. The Gospel message was’ 
not to be in word only but in “power,” so that, ‘in, 
whatever age it might be proclaimed, it should bring, 
with it the freshness of a new morning. In order to: 
this, however, the word of life required to be accom-. 
panied by the quickening agency of a living person-| 
ality, from whom it might pass as a spirit into thel, 
spirits of its hearers. The word itself might be the: 
same, but it was necessary that it should be seen in} 
the new light which every generation needs, and’ 
that it should be adapted to the new experiences 
which every generation makes. This could only be 
done by the Living Spirit of the Lord; and the gift 
of that Living Spirit could only be bestowed by a 


Living, and therefore a Risen, Saviour. If the Spirit 


is to bestow life, is to clothe the word with a present 
and a living energy, He must come to us from a 
Living Lord, and not from the mere recollection, 
however lively, of One who had lived and died. Such 
is the lesson taught us by our Lord Himself, in 
words which contain some of the deepest and most 
important truths of His kingdom. “I have yet many 
things”’ He said, “to say unto you, but ye cannot 
bear them now. Howbeit, when He, the Spirit of 
the truth, is come, He shall guide you into all the 
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truth: for He shall not speak from Himself; but 
what things soever He shall hear, these shall He 
speak; and He shall declare unto you the things 
that are coming.” And again, “These things have 
I spoken unto you in proverbs: the hour cometh 
when I shall no longer speak unto you in proverbs, 
but I shall tell you plainly concerning the Father.” * 
We must be careful not to mistake the meaning of 
these words. Our Lord neither refers in them to 
new truths to be taught after His departure to the 
disciples, in addition to those which they had been 
taught already; nor has He in view a manner of 
teaching which, while it was formerly indirect and 
enigmatical, was now to become direct and clear. 
He had Himself taught them “all things” necessary 
for the salvation of the world, and for the edification 
of His Church to the very end of time.? Any idea 
of a development of truth, beyond what was con- 
tained in His own words, rests upon an exegetical 
misunderstanding of this great passage in His last 
discourse to His disciples. Again, He had taught 
with a simplicity and lucidity of statement that had 
nothing in common with the darker side of either 
parable or proverb; and the effect had corresponded 
to His teaching,—“The multitudes were astonished 
at His teaching;” “All the publicans and sinners 
were drawing near unto Him for to hear Him;” the 
officers sent to take Him exclaimed,—‘Never man 


4 John xvi. 12, 13, 25. 4 John xiv. 26. 
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so spake;” “Grace was poured into His lips”? In 
the future, therefore, now stretching before His dis- 
ciples, He was to teach them neither new truths nor 
old truths more plainly. He was to make them take 
up again the whole revelation which they had al- 
ready received, and to learn it in a different way. 
Hitherto He had taught as a Master who moved in 
a sphere of thought superior to theirs: He had spoken 
of the “heavenly things” that He alone had seen; 
and He had come before them as One, of the deep 
meaning of whose instructions they were only able 
from time to time to catch a distant glimpse. His 
lessons had been enforced by His outward authority, 
and had been listened to with wondering awe. It 
was mainly because He spoke them that they were 
accepted as true. They had not yet commended 
themselves to the inward experience of the heart, 
nor had the full divineness of their wisdom been 
recognised by the spiritually-enlightened mind. 

Now, however, all this was to be changed. With 
_ the Resurrection and Glorification of our Lord the 
' ministry of the Spirit bestowed by Him was to begin. 
Up to that time “the Spirit,” that is, the Spirit in 
His power, “was not.”? He had indeed existed from 
everlasting as one of the Persons of the Trinity: He 
had moved upon the face of the waters when order 
was produced out of chaos:* He had “striven” with 


*Matt. vii. 28; Luke xv. 1; John vii. 46; Psalm xly. 2. 
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men before the Flood: and down to the moment of 


the Resurrection He had more or less comforted the 
pious, and inspired the prophets, of Israel.2 But He 
had not yet become an indwelling power in man; He 
had not yet been given “without measure;” * and. our 
Lord testified, “It is expedient for you that I go 
away: for if I go not away, the Advocate will not 
come unto you; but if I go, I will send him unto 
you.” * With the Resurrection, accordingly, the time 
for that sending came. One of the very first acts of 
the Risen Lord of which we read was that in which 
He “breathed on” His disciples and said unto them, 
“Receive ye holy spirit;’* and from that time on- 
ward—through Pentecost, through all the varied 
seasons, whether of depression or of triumph, that 
have marked the history of the Church, as well as 
through all the more private experiences of the people 
of God—that Spirit whom it is the province of the 
Glorified Redeemer to bestow has descended into 
believing hearts and dwelt there, to lead them into 


all the truth in a manner in which they had not been ~ 


led into it before. Enlightened by His influences, 
they not only know what the truth is; they learn 
also to know that it is the truth. It commends itself 
in the sight of God to their consciences and their 
hearts. It has its answer from within. The word itself 
is no doubt necessary, for the Spirit acts by and with 


1Gen. vi. 3. 2Ps, li. 11, 12; 1 Peter i. 11. 
2 John iii. 34. Note 58. ‘*John xvi. 7. John xx. 22. 
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the word. But the Spirit is also necessary, for without 
Him the word will be no more than a letter which kills. 
The word brought home to us by the Spirit is the end 
of the prophetic teaching of our Lord; and inasmuch 
as He could not bestow that Spirit when He was on 
earth, His prophetic office was not then “fulfilled” ; 
it is fulfilled only now when He is risen and glorified. 

Once more, similar remarks apply to our Lord’s 
kingly office. No doubt, even during His life on 
earth, He gave occasional indications of His royal 
dignity. At the very time when He was despised 
and rejected of men He laid His commands upon the 
wind and the sea, and they obeyed Him; disease of 
every kind yielded to His word; the very demons 
were constrained to listen to Him. Nay, there was 
at least one occasion on which He Himself distinctly 
proclaimed that He was a King, though in a sense in 
which men had not yet learned to understand the word. 
“Pilate therefore said unto Him, A King art Thou, 
then? Jesus answered, Thou sayest that I am a 
King. To this end have I been born, and to this end 
am I come into the world, that I should bear wit- 
ness unto the truth; every one that is of the truth 
heareth My voice.” * How strange a kingdom, yet how 
real in comparison with the kingdoms of this world! 
The absolute kingdom at the bottom of all existence, 
and ruling all existence, is that of truth; and the 
more we can witness as humble ministers to that truth, 


1 John xviii. 37. 
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the more does our power increase. He who in the king- 
dom of nature is nature’s most willing servant and 
most faithful interpreter has the highest rule. It is 
not otherwise in the kingdom of grace. Jesus, there- 
fore, the only perfect witness to the eternal verities 
of that kingdom, was always by right the only King 
in it. His work as a “witness” and His dignity as 
a “King” went hand in hand. But precisely because 
it was so He could not be fully King before His 
death; for the death upon the cross was the full 
witness to that truth of the love of God to sinful men, 
which it was His commission especially to proclaim. 
It is with His Resurrection, accordingly, that His 
Kingship is closely connected in the New Testament. 
Then the kingdom which had always been His by 
inheritance, but His own personal claim to which He 
had been working out during the whole course of His 
life, was actually received by Him. Thus it is that 
St. Peter, in his first sermon to the people, speak- 
ing of the fulfilment in Jesus of that prophecy which 
had said, “Thou wilt not leave My soul in hell, 
neither wilt Thou suffer Thine Holy One to see cor- 
ruption,” connected it with His Kingship, and His 
Kingship with His Resurrection—“Being therefore a 
prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an 
oath to him, that of the fruit of his loins He would 
set one upon His throne; he foreseeing this spake of 
the resurrection of the Christ.”? Thus it is that St. 


4 Acts ii. 30, 31. 
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Paul, in his address at Antioch in Pisidia, associates 
the same great event with God’s setting His Son as 
King upon Zion His own holy hill—“God hath ful- 
filled the promise made unto the fathers in that He 
raised up Jesus; as also it is written in the second 
Psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
Thee;”? and thus again, in his Epistle to the 
Ephesians, the same Apostle speaks of the working of 
the might of God’s strength, “which He wrought in 
Christ, when He raised Him from the dead, and made 
Him to sit at His right hand in the heavenly places, 
far above all rule, and authority, and power, and do- 
minion, and every name that is named, not only in 
this world, but also in that which is to come;” ? while 
the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews sees the two 
Messianic predictions of Psalms ii. and cx. fulfilled in 
Him at the time when He “sat down on the right hand 
of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens.” * Noth- 
ing indeed can be clearer than the teaching of Scrip- 
ture upon the point before us. The fulness of that 
kingly office which our Lord exercises on our behalf 
begins with His Resurrection. The kingly power 
which He exerts, the kingly protection which He af- 
fords, the kingly grace which He displays, the kingly 
honours which He bestows—all, in short, that most 


| intimately affects the position and the most exalted 


privileges of the Christian—comes from Christ as the 
Risen Lord. It is on Him, too, in that capacity, that 


* Acts xiii. 33, *Ephes. i. 20, 21. § *Heb. viii. 1. 
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the great work of carrying on the contest with the 
world depends. The words spoken to Him were— 
“Sit Thou on My right hand until I make Thine 
enemies Thy footstool.” The subduing of evil, and 
the establishing in its place of that righteousness and 
peace, the prospect of which constitutes to so large an 
extent the burden of ancient prophecy, is associated 
not with the thought only of a Saviour who died, but 
with that of One who reigns with a sceptre that is 
right. Hence the explanation of the difficult words 
of the Apostle Paul in 1 Corinthians xv.—“Then 
cometh the end, when He shall deliver up the kingdom 
to God, even the Father; when He shall have abol- 
_ ished all rule and all authority and power. For He 
must reign, till He hath put all His enemies under 
His feet.”1 The “kingdom” there is obviously the 
kingdom wielded by the Risen and Exalted Lord for 
the purpose of establishing righteousness in the hearts 
of men, and of putting down all sin. That kingdom 
must close when its purpose is accomplished. In 
that sense, but in that only, in which a king puts 
down his enemies, and has then no more opposition 
to contend with, there is the prospect of a time when 
our Lord can be no longer King. 

Thus, then, it appears that the Resurrection of 
our Lord brings His work to its first stage of com- 
pletion; for it perfects the different offices by which 
that work is accomplished. It is an essential part 


21 Cor. xv. 24, 25. 
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of the work which He left the mansions of His 
Father’s glory to perform. If He did not rise from 
the dead and return to His Father, He is neither 
Priest, Prophet, nor King, in the full sense of any of 
these terms. He may present us along with Him- 
self as a sacrifice when He dies upon the cross, but 
we shall have no part in that new life of dedication 
to the Father, for the sake of which it is well that 
the old man should die. He may teach us the letter 
of His word, but the Spirit will be wanting, through 
whom alone that word can be made “a fountain of 
springing water” “within ourselves.” He may lead 
us onward in a path of “witnessing,” but while we 
witness we shall be “of all men most miserable.” 
His work without His Resurrection is an interrupted, 
broken work, with no result able to throw light 
upon its mystery, and with no termination sufficient 
to explain either its beginning, its course, or its close. 

Now, however, by His Resurrection, that work 
has been accomplished; and, as Prophet, Priest, and 
King, He lives at the right hand of God, to provide 
for us the powerful and gracious influences of which 
we stand in need, and which it is His in these offices 
to supply. In the unity of His Person is found 
every function needed for the guidance of His people 
,_ through the different stages of their mortal pilgrim- 
age; in Him they have a Redeemer “mighty to 
save.” What He laboured and died to purchase, He 
Tose to complete, and is now living to bestow. 
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2. The Resurrection of our Lord not only brings 
His work to the first stage of its completion; it is 
God’s own attestation of His acceptance of all that 
our Lord had done, and that in two respects,— 
(1), as to the manner in which it had been accom- 
plished; (2), as to the fact that by it sin had been 
for ever blotted out, and the foundation of the new 
life laid. Let us look at these two particulars for a 
moment. 

(1.) The Resurrection of Christ attested God’s 
own approbation of the manner in which the previous 
stages of His work had been accomplished. In His 
Resurrection Christ was “justified.” We have to 
bear in mind that the sacred writers draw no such 
distinction as is often drawn by theologians between 
the active and passive obedience of our Lord. To 
them His whole work is one. Hence His Resurrection 
is the Father’s testimony to it all. In the Epistle to 
the Philippians His Exaltation is connected not only 
with His death upon the cross, but with His making 
Himself of no reputation, and taking upon him the 
form of a servant. In the Epistle to the Romans it 
is in contrast with His having been made of the seed 
of David according to the flesh, that He is said to 
have been declared to be the Son of God with power, 
according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection 
of the dead.2 In the First Epistle to Timothy, in 
like manner, Christ’s being justified in spirit is con- 


*Phil. ii. 6-11. ?Rom. i. 4, 
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trasted with His having been manifested in flesh ;* 
and a similar lesson is conveyed by the words of 
Jesus Himself in the Gospel of St. John, when He 
says that one of the three parts in which He sums 
up the work of the Advocate to be sent after His 
departure, shall be to convict the world of righteous- 
ness, because He goes to the Father, and they behold 
Him no more.?. No one can doubt that these and 
other similar passages present the Resurrection of 
our Lord as a proof of the Father’s approbation of 
His work in itself, and of the manner in which He 
had accomplished it. There is a great law written 
upon the very nature of things, although we con- 
tinually rebel against it,—the law that self-sacrifice 

is the foundation of all right relations to God, and 
' therefore the beginning of all good, the law of love 
declared by the Apostle to be the fulfilling of all 
law,? the law of God Himself, for God is love. To 
that great law, Jesus, standing in our room and 
stead, had accommodated Himself. Men thought 
that when the Messiah came with a redemption that 
had formed the theme of type and prophecy for two 
thousand years, He would come with outward glory, 
with worldly pomp and power. He had come in a 
manner the very opposite. His life had been one 
, of humiliation, of ministering, of self-denial, of suffer- 
ing for the sake of others,—had been in short one 
continued sacrifice,—until at last the culminating 


*1 Tim. iii. 16. ?John xvi. 10. . *Rom. xiii. 10. 
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point of sacrifice was reached in death. We “glory” 
in this; but, when the events actually occurred, the 
life was despised rather than honoured; the death 
drew down scorn rather than applause. It is difficult 
for us even to conceive the facts when we read of 
them; most difficult to think that the world mis- 
apprehended and misinterpreted them as it did; 
that it preferred a robber and a murderer to the 
holy Lord; and that, when at last it had what it 
deemed the false Preacher of righteousness within 
its power, it was roused into an agony of excitement 
to destroy Him. 

Jesus needed to be “justified”; and His Resur- 
tection was His justification. God Himself then 
came forth to vindicate the righteousness of One 
whom the world had rejected, and to show that the 
Searcher of hearts, who estimates all things as they 
really are, and who weighs the “works” of men in 
the balances of a perfectly righteous and unerring 
judgment, had another than the world’s sentence to 
pronounce. Then it was seen that while the world 
had scorned the Son of God the Father had been 
watching over Him with unceasing love; that while 
the world had placed Him at its bar as a malefactor 
and blasphemer the Father had been making ready 
a seat for Him at His own right hand; that while 
the world nailed Him to the cross the Father had 
been preparing for Him “many crowns,” and a 
name that is above every name; that while the 
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world had gone to the grave in the garden, setting a 
watch and sealing the stone, and had then returned 
to its feasting and merriment because the Preacher 
of righteousness was no longer there to trouble it, 
the Father had waited for the third morning in order 
to bring Him forth in triumph from the grave. 

The Resurrection of our Lord was a testimony to 
God’s approbation of the whole course that had been 
pursued by Him, and of the whole spirit of His 
work. But in being this it was also more, for— 

(2.) It attested the fact that by it sin had been 
blotted out, and the foundation of the new life laid. 
There is one text upon this point so emphatic that 
it is unnecessary to quote others, while it is all the 
more proper to quote this one, because it seems to 
have been so often and so strangely misunderstood. 
The text is in Rom. iv. 25, where we read of Him 
“who was delivered up because of our trespasses, 
and raised because of our justification.” It is not 
stated in these important words either that our salva- 
tion begins in Christ’s death but is perfected in His 
Resurrection, or that our offences were the ground 
on account of which Jesus was offered, but His 
Resurrection the end for which God raised Him from 
the dead. The object of the Apostle is to set forth 
in two contrasted but precisely parallel clauses the 
manifestation which God had made of Himself in 
Christ; and in doing so he tells us that God had 
delivered Him up because of our offences, and had 
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raised Him because of our justification. In other 


words, God gave up His Son to death because we 
had sinned, and that pardon might be possible. He 
raised Him again because He had procured the par- 
don of our sins, and had thus, by justifying us, made 
the new life possible. A work was to be done; 
Christ died and did it. The work was done; Christ 
was raised, and His Resurrection established the fact 
that He had done it.t In raising His Son from the 
dead the Father gave a decisive testimony to the 
fact that He was well pleased for His righteousness’ 
sake, that He accepted the sacrifice that had been 
offered for sin, and that He rejoiced in beholding | 
those great principles of law and justice and truth © 
vindicated, which are essential to the order and 
happiness of His creatures. The Resurrection of our 
Lord is thus the assurance to us that in the plan of \ 
our redemption mercy and truth have met together, 
righteousness and peace have embraced each other. 
The burden of sin which He bore has been cast off; 
and He Himself, and we in Him, are free. 

Therefore it was that our Lord, as He looked 
forward to His Resurrection, and to that Glorification 
which was then to begin, prayed, “Father, glorify 
Thy Son;” “And now, O Father, glorify Thou Me 
with Thine own Self with the glory which I had 
with Thee before the world was.”? It was not for 
outward glory, such as a throne and a sceptre and 

2Note 59. 3John xvii. 1, 5. 
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- erowds of ministering angels, that He thus prayed. 
He prayed for a glory which should consist in a 
demonstration to the world, first, that He whom the 
world had persecuted to death because of His meek- 
ness and lowliness and self-denying love, was the 
object of the highest approbation and love of God 
Himself; and secondly, that the lowly and crucified 
Redeemer was, in His one perfect offering for sin, 
the sure foundation of our peace and joy and hope 
and life. 

And God heard the prayer. He glorified His Son 
Jesus; and in that Glorification we now rejoice, not 
simply for the sake of what it brings to us, but for: 
the sake of what it brought to Him, and because it is 
the Divine testimony to an order of things which the 
world scorns, but which we know to be the order of 
eternal truth and righteousness. Therefore we follow 
the Risen Lord; and, dismissing every thought of 
sacrifice accepted or atonement made for us, we cry,— 
“Gird Thy sword upon Thy thigh, O Most Mighty, 
with Thy glory and Thy majesty. And in Thy majesty 
ride prosperously because of truth and meekness and 
righteousness. .. . Thy throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever: the sceptre of Thy kingdom is a right 
sceptre. Thou lovest righteousness and hatest wicked- 
ness: therefore God, Thy God, hath anointed Thee 
with the oil of gladness above Thy fellows;”1 “Lift 
up your heads, O ye gates; and be ye lift up, ye ever- 

EPs. xiv. 3, 4) 6, °%; 
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lasting doors; and the King of glory shall come in. 
Who is this King of glory? The Lord strong and 
mighty, the Lord mighty in battle. Lift up your 
heads, O ye gates; even lift them up, ye everlasting 
doors; and the King of glory shall come in. Who is 
this King of glory? The Lord of Hosts, He is the 
King of glory;”? “Bless the Lord, ye His angels, 
that excel in strength, that do His commandments, 
hearkening unto the voice of His word. Bless ye the 
Lord, all ye His hosts; ye ministers of His, that do 
His pleasure. Bless the Lord, all His works in all 
places of His dominion: bless the Lord, O my soul.” ? 
1Ps, xxiv. 7-10. 7Pg. ciii. 20-22. 
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LECTURE V 


“That I may know him, and the power of his resurrection.” 
PHILIPP. iii. 10. 


We have considered the bearing of the Resurrection 
of our Lord upon His own Person and Work; and 
we proceed now to the bearing of the same great 
fact upon ourselves. In no part of His work does 
the Lord Jesus Christ stand alone; and in His Resur- 
rection, therefore, as well as in all its other parts, 
He takes along with Him the members of His body. 
Here, as elsewhere, He is the head of that new 
humanity which He has formed for Himself. He is 
the Representative and Life of His people; and what 
“He is determines the nature of their position and 
duties and privileges. He is not merely the object 
of their faith; in that faith they are one with Him. 
He is more than their type and model; in Him they 
inhere as living stones of the temple of which He is 
the foundation—as branches of the vine of which He 
is the stem—as members of the body of which He is 
the head. Whatever befalls Him befalls them. They 
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live in His life; they work His work; they suffer in 
His sufferings; they die in His death; they rise in 
His Resurrection; they ascend to the heavenly places 
in His Ascension ; they sit with Him upon His throne; 
they accompany Him as His assessors when He comes 
to judge the world at the last day; they reign there- 
after as kings and priests with Him, the King and 
Priest of the new creation, for ever and ever. This 
doctrine of the union between the Lord Jesus Christ 
and His people is the central doctrine of the New 
Testament. It may well be doubted whether it is as 
much before the mind of the Church in our day as it 
ought to be. Our forefathers dwelt more upon it than 
we do. The mystical union, as they called it, held a 
far more prominent place in their thoughts than it 
holds in ours. We speak in popular language of 
justification, adoption, and sanctification, together 
with the benefits that accompany or flow from them, 
as if these were the several parts of a process by which 
we are brought near to Christ, and in which we are 
united to Him. That is not the order of things either 
in Scripture or in the Standards of our own Church. 


v 


In the former Christ comes first, and the blessings “ 


enumerated follow. They are not steps that lead us 
to Him; they are deductions from what we have in 
Him. “Come unto Me, all ye that labour and are 
heavy laden, and I will give you rest;” “This is the 
eternal life, that they may learn to know Thee the 
only true God and Him whom Thou didst send, 
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Jesus, as Christ.” In that eternal life we possess 
all; we only do not know what we possess until we 
have analysed its parts, traced their relation to one 
another, and distinguished them by their different 
names. Such, indeed, is the character of all the 
doctrinal teaching of the New Testament. It comes 
after, and not before, a Divine life already in 
existence. 
But union with Christ is not only the centre of 
the New Testament; it occupies the same position in 
the authoritative teaching of our Church. When the 
questions of our Shorter Catechism relating to the 
work of Christ are finished, and those relating to the 
application of His redemption begin, we are at once 
told that “the Spirit applies to us the redemption 
purchased by Christ by working faith in us, and there- 
by uniting us to Christ in our effectual calling.” After 
this, effectual calling is itself explained as a persuading 
and enabling us “to embrace Jesus Christ freely offered 
to us in the Gospel.” Then follow the questions re- 
lating to Justification, Adoption, Sanctification, and 
their benefits; and they describe, not the path by 
which we come to Jesus, but the blessings which we 
enjoy in Him. Such is the true order of Christian 
experience. To make us one with Himself, and in 
' Himself one with the Father, is the supreme and final 
purpose of our Lord’s work. And He Himself, in His 
own words, expressed that purpose both in its char- 
1Matt. xi. 28; John xvii. 3. 
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acter and extent, when He prayed on behalf of all who 
should yet believe in His name, “that they all may be 
one; even as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in Thee, 
that they also may be in Us: that the world may be- 
lieve that Thou didst send Me. And the glory which 
Thou hast given Me I have given them; that they 
may be one, even as We are one: I in them, and 
Thou in Me, that they may be perfected into one; 
that the world may learn to know that Thou didst 
send Me, and lovedst them even as Thou lovedst 
Me.”* Our union to the Son, in the Son to the 
Father, in the Son and in the Father to one another, 
and all this in the love which is at once the funda- 


mental element of the Divine existence and the most ~ 


essential constituent of human happiness,—such is 
the end of our Lord’s work, and the glorious hope in 
which we are saved. What we have now to do, 
therefore, is to examine the bearing of the Resur- 
rection of our Lord upon that new life, the most impor- 


tant conception of which is, that it is union with: 


Christ, that it is life given to believers not so much 
by Him as in Him. It will be well also, in doing 
this, to keep distinctly in view the light in which we 
learned to look at the Resurrecton of our Lord when 
we considered its bearing on His own Person and 
Work. It was the complement, the filling up, of His 
Incarnation. 

1. In the Risen Lord we have the source of that 

1John xvii. 21-23. Note 60. 
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new life of union with God which Christians are to 
lead. It is in Him as Risen that the Almighty con- 
| tinues that revelation of Himself to us as a Father, 
‘upon which the life of sonship rests. To make such 
a revelation at the first was the great aim of the 
Incarnation. It was not merely that He might be in 
a position to fulfil the law or to endure its penalty, 
to yield a perfect obedience to His Father’s will, or 
to die upon the cross, that the eternal Son of God 
became the Son of man. These purposes were no 
doubt also contemplated by our Lord,—they may 
even be said to have been the first steps in the course 
which it was necessary for Him to take; but the 
main purpose of His coming lay much deeper. It 
was so to bring the Divine and the human into union 
with one another—two distinct natures into one Person 
for ever—that the closest possible connexion might 
be established between them. It was to bridge over 
that gulf between the Almighty on the one hand and 
His creatures on the other, which all religions and all 
philosophies had tried, but had failed, to bridge over. 
It was to reveal a fact fundamental to the very con- 
ception of a religious life in human beings,—that 
there is in a certain sense a community of nature 
between God and us, the human in the Divine and 
the Divine in the human.? Were it not so, it would 
be vain to speak of union on our part with God. 
There must be some community of nature between 
* Note 61. 


v OF OUR LORD 165 
Penne ee ee ee Oe 
two beings who are to be united. Love is otherwise 
impossible; and it is in love that the union between 
God and man is formed. The Incarnation effected 
this union; and it was because it effected it in the 
most perfect way, that the religion of Christ is the 
most perfect conceivable religion; that it is the 
fulness of a light which, however it might have 
shone partially in the world before, only reached its 
greatest brightness when the Word became flesh and 
dwelt among us. Then He who “by divers portions 
and in divers manners had of old time spoken unto 
the fathers in the prophets, spoke unto us in a Son” 
who was “the radiance of His glory and the very 
image of His substance.”? The absolute Divinity of 
that Son was as necessary to His effecting the end 
He had in view as His perfect humanity :—“No man 
hath seen God at any time; an only begotten God, 
which is in the bosom of the Father”—that is, one 
who is only begotten, who is God, who is in the 
bosom of the Father,—“He hath declared Him,” ? 
Again, His perfect humanity was as necessary as His 
absolute Divinity:—“The law was given through 
Moses; the grace and the truth came through Jesus 
Christ.” * Had not the union of the two been found 
in our Lord, He would have lived and died in vain. 
Such is the teaching of the Bible, but not of the 
Bible only. Universal experience shows that man 
cannot hold close and affectionate intercourse with 
* Heb. i. 1, 3. 7 John i, 18, Note 62. * John i. 17. 
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pure spirit; and that when we try to direct our 
thoughts to One of whom we know only that He fills 
all space with His presence—that He is motionless, 
passionless, alone—we are lost in a sphere to which 
we have no sufficient bond. The Incarnation of 
Christ was therefore necessary, if a true basis was to 
be laid for that fellowship between God and us in 
which the essence of religion lies. 

But if the Incarnation was necessary at the moment 
when it took place, its continuance is not less neces- 
sary now. It would not be enough to tell us that at 
one time the Son of God became incarnate, if after a 
short sojourn of three-and-thirty years here below 
He laid aside His humanity and returned to that con- 
dition in which He existed before He came into the 
world. No revelation which the Almighty makes of 
Himself can be thus fleeting, if any permanent result 
is to be effected by it. He may indeed gradually 
reveal Himself, because men may not be able to bear 
at first the full brightness of His light. The partial 
revelation given at one stage may be taken up and 
absorbed into the fuller revelation given at another; 
but what God has once revealed of Himself can never 
pass away or be destroyed, without confounding all 
our notions of the Divine, without extinguishing that 
very adaptation between it and its effect which He 
intended to produce. The spirit of the Christian life, 
therefore, cannot spring from the thought of any 
merely past Incarnation of God. The Incarnation. 
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must be continued. If it was ever necessary, it is 


necessary now. For all ages a Personal Incarnate , 
Lord is the only “way” to the Father; and for us an_ 


Incarnate Lord must be a Risen Lord. Take away 
His Resurrection, and the very foundation of our 
spiritual life is removed. 

In strict accordance with this is the teaching of 
Scripture with regard to the Second Adam. No one 
will doubt for a moment that it is through the Second 
Adam that the new life comes tous. The question 
thus immediately arises, At what point of His history 
did our Lord assume that relation to man which these 
words imply? In 1 Cor. xv. St. Paul has given us a 
full and clear answer to the question. The two Adams 
are in that chapter contrasted with one another; and 
the whole argument of the Apostle is based upon the 
view that our Lord, instead of being the Second Adam 
during His earthly life, then possessed (sin, which does 
not belong to our true nature, of course excepted) the 
nature of the first Adam as well as we. He had taken 
to Him a true body and a reasonable soul like ours. 
He had identified Himself with our position, and had 
entered into our circumstances, that, bearing the 
penalty of the law which we had incurred, and fulfil- 
ling the righteousness of which we had fallen short, 


He might afford a new starting-point for the human | 


race, at which and from which men might share with 
Him the glorious results of His mission. That was 
the beginning of His work, but the work was not 
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completed until His Resurrection. Therefore it was 
not at His Incarnation, when He only took the first 
step in the course by which we were to be redeemed, 
but at His Resurrection, when He had yielded His 
obedience, offered His sacrifice, and gained His victory, 
that He was really constituted the Second Adam. 
Hence such words of the chapter as these,—“If Christ 
hath not been raised, then is our proclamation (the 
subject of our teaching) vain, your faith is also 
vain;”? “If Christ hath not been raised, your faith is 
vain; ye are yet in your sins;”* “Since by man came 
death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” ° 
Hence also the sowing and the raising up that are 
spoken of, for in these words the “sowing” is not the 
burial, and the “raising up” is not the bringing forth 
from the grave, of the same human body. The sow- 
ing has its primary reference to the body bestowed 
upon our first parent at his creation, and in due time 
assumed by our Lord; the raising up refers to the 
body bestowed upon our Lord at His Resurrection. 
Hence, finally, the fact that the words of verse 47, 
“the second man is of heaven,” apply not to the 
Christ on earth, but to the Christ in heaven, from 
which He will come at last, bringing all His people 
with Him.* The whole chapter, in short, is full of 
the Risen Lord, and of Him alone; and He, therefore, 
as Risen, is the Second Adam. 


1Ver. 14. Ver. 17. 
* Ver. 21. *Note 63. 
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Nor does the Apostle merely state the fact; he 
shows us also that it could not be otherwise when, in 
direct connexion with what he had asserted of the 
corruptible and the incorruptible, of the natural and 
the spiritual body, he says, “the first man Adam be- 
came a living soul. The last Adam became a life- 
giving spirit.”1 These words can have no meaning 
except one—that it was only when our Lord’s body 
passed into its final, its heavenly stage, that He could 
communicate to us out of His own fulness that power 
of the Spirit without which no child of the first Adam 
is born again. 

The whole application of redemption thus belongs 
to our Lord in His ascended state. “The God of our 
Fathers,” said the Apostles Peter and John before the 
council, “raised up Jesus... . Him did God exalt 
at His right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for 
to give repentance to Israel, and remission of sins;” ? 
and on the day of Pentecost, when the Church was 
constituted by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, St. 
Peter cried before the people, “This Jesus did God 
raise up, of whom we all are witnesses. Being there- 
fore at the right hand of God exalted, and having 
received of the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, 
He hath poured forth this, which ye see and hear.” ® 
Everywhere the lesson is the same. When, therefore, 
we apprehend in faith that Second Adam from whom 
the new life comes, it is with the Redeemer as One 

21 Cor. xv. 45. 2 Acts v. 30, 31. 8 Acts ii. 32, 33. 
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who not only died but who rose again that we have 
to do; and the Church of Christ felt this with that 
wonderful instinct of which it is difficult to speak as 
if it were less than inspiration. Why did her weekly 
day of worship not commemorate the Incarnation or 
the death upon the cross? Because neither was the 
beginning of her life. At neither of these points of 
His history was her Lord in a position to give her 
life. It was at His Resurrection that He became a 
“life-giving spirit”—a spirit clothed with a body 
/ entirely conformed to His spiritual state, and able 
without let or hindrance to dispense itself to man in 
all the fulness of its heavenly power. In the Risen 
Christ, therefore, the new life of believers has its 
source. But not only so— 

2. From Christ as thus risen it also derives its 
character and scope. It will be at once admitted by 
every Christian that the Lord Jesus Christ is Himself 
the Alpha and the Omega, the Beginning and the 
End, the Type and Model of that life which His fol- 
lowers are to lead in the present world. Yet it is pos- 
sible to speak of this in a manner that falls short of 
what is really contemplated in the New Testament. 
We may take our standard from the human and 
earthly aspect of our Lord, instead of fixing our eyes 
mainly upon what He is as Divine and Heavenly. 
One of the strongest and most alluring tendencies 
of our time is, indeed, to do so. Everywhere there 
are many who will consent to recognise in Jesus of 
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Nazareth the fairest and the noblest member of the 
human family. They will compare Him with the 
heroes of the past, only to show how far these have 
fallen short of Him. They will even kindle into 
enthusiasm as they gather together the varied traits 
of that wonderful life which has for centuries so 
powerfully influenced the history of the world. One 
thing only they will demand, that we shall banish 
from our conception of Him everything supernatural . 
and heavenly, all thought of God in Him, of a Divine 
Spirit resting upon Him, ruling in Him—all, in short, 
that lies beyond the compass of our natural powers, 
or to which a simply natural development might not 
attain. 

It may be said that this is an extreme case; but 
the tendency is natural. It takes away from the life of 
Christ what at first sight seems its single and isolated 
grandeur. It may be urged that it brings it more 
within the sphere of our knowledge and the reach of 
our imitation. It includes it in a series of the lives 
of men who are only like ourselves; and it may even 
nourish a lofty pride that, by faithful and persistent 
effort, we may become the Christs that are to be. 

Other and more worthy considerations often lead 
practically to the same result. Most men who are 
advanced in life, and who have paid attention to 
these subjects, can remember the time when, after 
the formalism which ruled under the great name of 
Thelogy in the earlier part of this century, and the 
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extravagant supernaturalism of the Evangelical School 
which was produced by the reaction, the doctrine of 
the human Jesus came upon them almost like a reve- 
lation. There was something in that human life so 
beautiful and tender that it filled their hearts with 
emotions of loving wonder. They could hang upon 
the words of One who spake as never man spake; 
they could linger around the footsteps of One who 
wrought as never man wrought; they could cling to 
the side of One who was such a friend as the world 
had never seen, although, all the time, they might be 
swayed by nothing higher than mere natural feeling. 
Oh! they cried, let us only think of Jesus as the 
perfect, as the pattern man, as the great Head of our 
humanity—wise where we are ignorant, holy where we 
are sinful, perfect where we are imperfect, yet nothing 


_more than man; then we can understand and love 


and cleave to Him; then we can take Him to be our 
Guide, Companion, and Friend. Otherwise He is too 
far away from us, too unknown, too unearthly, too 
mysterious. We are men, and only of things human 
can we say that they are not strange to us. 
Feelings such as these have been extremely com- 
mon of late years; they are extremely common now; 
and the whole tone of our Christian life is affected by 
them. What is more common than to hear Christian 
men in all sincerity defending, nay even urging, from 
the recollection of what Jesus was, a certain accommo- 
dation to the world? To be too separate from it, 
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they exclaim, is not only to put an undue strain upon 
humanity ; it is to awaken needless prejudice, and to 
excite a degree of opposition which, for the sake of 
all parties, had better be avoided. To stoop to the 
world is part of the wisdom that would raise it to 
our own higher level. Let us show the world that 
we can come down to it as our Master did, without 
being affected by its sinfulness; that we can adopt 
its manners and its ways without sacrificing our 
Christian character. The Lord whom we serve came 
“eating and drinking”; let us not forget that the 
Son of God was also the Son of man. 

Now, whatever be the effect of this, and without 
asking at present whether the results aimed at are 
obtained or not, it is sufficient to observe that the 
New Testament presents a different teaching, and 
that the Lord in communion with whom it bids us 
find the standard of our Christian life is the Risen 
Lord. Thus it is that St. Paul speaks in one of the 
most remarkable passages of his writings, when his 
mind was full of the thought of that Redeemer who 
not only died for us but rose again: “Wherefore we 
henceforth know no man after the flesh; even though 
we have known Christ after the flesh, yet now we 
know Him so no more. Wherefore if any man is in 
Christ, he is a new creature; the old things are passed 
away; behold, they are become new.”* We cannot 
imagine for a moment that the Apostle means by 

12 Cor. v. 16, 17. 
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these words that a time has come when he will forget 
the friends whom, in Epistles written lon* afterwards, 
he mentions in such loving terms. He means only 
that, much as he valued them, he will “henceforth” 
not be influenced by them as men alone. He will 
feel that they and he are to have views and aims and 
principles of judgment different from those of mere, 
earthly friendship; that they are no longer natural 
but spiritual men; and that they are to know each 
other, not after the flesh but after the spirit. Thus 
also, when he says that henceforth he will not know 
Christ after the flesh, no one will imagine for a 
moment that he undervalued the human life of Jesus. 
But he felt that, whatever amount of power or beauty 
might have marked it, it did not express the full 
ideal to which Christians were to be raised. Such 
an ideal was to be found only in that glory of the 
Risen Lord which Christians, like a mirror, were to 
reflect, and into a full conformity with which they 
were to be changed from glory to glory, even as from 
the Lord the Spirit.t 

What St. Paul thus says with regard to himself, 
he often says substantially, although in more general 
terms, with regard to all Christian men:—In the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, “But God, being rich in 
mercy, for His great love wherewith He loved us, 
even when we were dead through our trespasses, 
quickened us together with Christ (by grace are ye, 

*2 Cor. iii. 18. Note 64. 
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—saved men), and raised us up with Him, and made 


us to sit with Him in the heavenly places, in Christ 
Jesus.”* Again to a similar effect in the Epistle to 
the Colossians, “If then ye were raised together with 
Christ, seek the things that are above, where Christ 
is seated on the right hand of God. Set your mind 
on the things that are above, not on the things that 
are upon the earth. For ye died, and your life is 
hid with Christ in God.”? And once more in the 
Epistle to the Romans, “We were buried therefore 
with Him through baptism into death: that like as 
Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of 
the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life. 
For if we have become united with the likeness of 
His death, we shall be also with the likeness of His 
Resurrection.” ® 

In passages such as these the life of Christians is 
distinctly set before us as life in a Risen Saviour, as 
life deriving its character and colour not merely from 


what Jesus was, but from what He is—as life per- ~ 


vaded by the spirit of an entirely new world, and not 


by the spirit of the old world however elevated and 


improved through the influence of the Christian faith. 
It is true indeed that the individual graces of the 
Christian life can hardly differ in their essence, what- 
ever be the aspect of our Lord from which we draw 
them. Even if formed in us after what they were in 
the Christ on earth, they must still, in their substance 
*Ephes. ii. 4-7. 2Col. iii. 1-3. ®Rom. vi. 4, 5. 
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and main features, be the same as when formed in us 
after the Christ in heaven. He is the same “yester- 
day, and to-day, and for ever.” Humility, gentleness, 
meekness, patience, forgiveness of injuries, and such 
like, cannot be imagined more Divine than they were 
in the human life of Him who “did no sin, and in 
whose mouth there was found no guile.” The differ- 
ence lies less in these graces considered individually 
than in the tone and spirit of the Christian life con- . 
sidered as a whole. 

But there the difference is great: and it seems to 
show itself chiefly in the three ideas of Separation 
from the world, Consecration to God, and Freedom. 

(1.) In Separation from the world: for in His 
Resurrection our Lord separated Himself for ever 
from the things of earth; and, in token that He did 
so, He left behind Him in the grave the linen cloths 
and the napkin in which He had been wrapped. He 
rose as one who had entered a higher world, which 
was thenceforward to be His only home. In like 
manner a life in the Risen Lord is a life of separation 
from the world. It may appear hard to say so, but 
the words do not mean that we are to withdraw our- 
selves from all concern in the affairs of earth, to dis- 
own its relationships, and to take up our abode in 
some wilderness or monastic cell to which no sound 
of busy life can penetrate. We, as well as others, 

‘have to act our part amidst our fellows, and to dis- 
charge the duties upon which our own existence and 
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that of many dear to us depends. We have to oc- 
cupy the position of husbands and wives, parents and 
children, sons and daughters, friends and neighbours, 
members of society and citizens of the State. Nor 
is an interest forbidden us. either in nature or in art. 
We may still admire the beauty of creation, and 
Tejoice in the light that is upon the land and upon 
the sea. The treasures of human genius may enrich 
us more than they enrich those whose circle of 
thought is bounded by them alone. Christian sepa- 
ration from the world does not mean that we have 
nothing further to do with these things. We still 
mingle with them as before; but we discover beneath 
their outward forms what tells us of a higher world 
than the present; they have a voice which speaks 
of loftier aims than any suggested by the passing 
shadows around us; they have their part not in any 
mere music of the spheres, which must be as fleeting 
as all created things, but in the melody of an ever- 
lasting chime. That is true separation from the 
world,—to be in the world and yet not of the world, | 
—to work and suffer and rejoice as members of a body 
whose ruling Head is a spiritual and heavenly Lord.* 

(2.) In Consecration to God: for we have already 
seen that this is the grand meaning of that Resur- 
rection of our Lord which is to be viewed as the 
completion of the first stage of His offering rather 
than as a reward for death endured,—as that step in 

1 Note 65. 
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which, taking with Him those for whom He died, He 
presents them in Himself to the Eternal Father, that 
they may serve Him in cheerful obedience and in 
joyful submission of their wills to His will for ever 
and ever. Out of this idea comes the whole conse- 
- eration of the Christian life to God,—the consecration 
of those who are at once priests and offerings. They 
accept the consecration of the great High Priest as 
their own, and in Him they become priests. They 
accept His offering as their own, and in Him they 
offer up “a sacrifice of praise to God continually, 
that is, the fruit of lips which make confession to 
His name.”* And all this they do, and can do, only 
in the power of the Holy Spirit whom the Lord is 
exalted to bestow; and whom He does bestow, that, 
like the kings and priests of Israel, like the taber- 
nacle and all the vessels of the sanctuary, they may 
be set apart from common to holy uses. It is greatly 
to be lamented that, except in two places to neither 
of which it properly belongs, this word “consecrate” 
does not occur in our English New Testament, though 
it occurs in the original Greek.2 The word is more 
than to dedicate, for dedication does not bring out 
the sacred change upon the object dedicated; and it 
is more than to sanctify, for sanctification connects 
, our thoughts with the human subject, instead of lead- 
\ ing us straight to the Divine Person to whom we are 
devoted. Perhaps it is because we have lost the word 


*Heb. xiii. 15. *Note 66. 
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from our religious life, that we have so greatly lost 
what is represented by it. We speak of ourselves as 
men more or less sanctified—how seldom do we speak 
of ourselves as men consecrated! We miss this con- 
secration in the lives of many Christians. Even 
when they are separated from the world, it does 
not always appear that they are consecrated to God. 
They do not always bear about with them a fragrant 
“unction from the Holy One”; they are not always 
“altogether lovely.” 

(3.) In Freedom: for it was when He entered on 
His heavenly life that our Lord, as not only Divine 
but human, was for the first time free. Here on 
earth He was restrained by limitations inseparable 
from our humanity. He is delivered from all 
restrictions and limitations now. Here He was 
bowed down by the thought of the heavy burden 
He had undertaken in bearing the sins of men: “I 
have a baptism,” He said, “to be baptized with, and 
how am I straitened till it be accomplished.”* That 
baptism has been accomplished, and He has risen out 
of it into a new and glorious life, over which death 
has no more dominion. Here the cup of His Father’s 
wrath was put into His hands, the cup of which He 
said, “Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass away 
from me.” 2 It has now been drained to the very dregs, 
and instead of it He has received a cup full of the 
new wine of the kingdom of God. Here He was 

4Luke xii. 50. *?Matt. xxvi. 39 (R. V.). 
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under the curse of the law—that law which to Him 
was so spiritual and just and good. The curse has 
now been endured, and the honour of the law has 
been for ever vindicated. Here He was oppressed by 
the sufferings and the sorrows which He had come to 
heal. He has now healed His people by His stripes, 
and He continually presents Himself along with 
them before the throne of God, saying, “Behold, I 
and the children which God hath given Me.”? What 
a mighty and glorious change is there in the freedom 
of His spirit when His work is over and His suffer- 
ing borne,—when He has returned to His Father’s 
presence, and has been welcomed with all the halle- 
lujahs of heaven! . 

In Him therefore, as the Risen Lord, we are free. 
It is true that we have not yet attained to the full 
measure of our freedom. But even now in Him 
there is a freedom wherewith He maketh His people 
free. “Ye received not the spirit of bondage again 
unto fear; but ye received the spirit of adoption, 
whereby we cry, Abba, Father;” “The law of the 
spirit of life in Christ Jesus made me free from the 
law of sin and death.” ? We are free from the curse 
of the law, for He has borne it; from its condemn- 
\, ing power, for He has fulfilled all righteousness; 
from the restraints of the letter, for the spirit of 
love is in our hearts, which knows no limit to its 
exertions, and is hemmed in by no restraint upon 

1 Heb. ii. 13. *Rom. viii. 15, 2. 
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its energies. Even now we are the sons of God, 
no longer under a “schoolmaster,” or under “tutors 
and governors until the time appointed of the Father” ; 
but sons who have obtained access by faith into the 
grace wherein they stand, who are filled with the 
“law of liberty,” and who know that the boundless 
love of God is the only measure of their happiness. 
Such then is the character and scope of the new 
life given us in the Risen Lord; and we cannot fail 
to observe how great is the difference between that 
life thus looked at as flowing from Him in His 
exalted state in heaven, and what it would be, could 
we regard it only as the reproduction in us of the life 
which He lived on earth. If this last were all that, 
in communicating Himself, our Lord communicated 
to the members of His body, they would receive their 
new life only in the spirit in which it was led by the 
Redeemer during the days of His humiliation, and 
with the restrictions with which His own higher life 
was then restrained in Him. The conflicts and suffer- 
ings of His condition in His earthly body would then 
be a necessary part of the communication, for as the 
vine is so must the branches be. As it is, these are 
not directly communicated to us by the Risen Lord. 
No doubt they cannot be escaped, for they spring from 
weakness of the flesh, from which we are not yet 
delivered; from influences of a world in which we 
must still move; from the nature of our work, the 
time of resting from which has not yet come, But 


—- 
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they do not belong to the idea of that position in 
which we are placed. The Head of the body is in 
heaven; and what we experience in virtue of our 
union with that Head is, not troubles of the world, 
but peace in the midst of them; not tribulations like 
Christ’s own, but the cheerfulness with which, since 
they must be met, they may be faced and overcome; ? 
not the toil of the seed-time, but the joy of the 
harvest field. The whole character of the new life 
into which we are born would be changed if our 
Lord’s earthly life alone, instead of His life in heaven, 
were made ours when we believe. 

More particularly, it is here that the great New 
Testament doctrine of the consecration of the body 
finds its place. That our Lord did not simply live 
in the spirit after death, but that He rose from the 
grave in a human body, is the truth which most of all 
reminds us of the high destiny of our bodies, and most 
of all impresses upon us the importance of seeing that 
we discipline and train them now. Were it not in 
this respect for the lessons of the Resurrection of 
Christ, we should be involved in the same round of 
perplexity which has always marked men when they 
have either had no special revelation, or when revela- 
tion has been misunderstood. Every religion and 
every philosophy has tried, in its own way, to heal 
the breach felt to be in existence between the 
body and the soul. Of old, men sacrificed the body 
*John xiv. 27. *John xvi, 33. *John iv. 38, Note 67. 
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to the soul; now, they sacrifice the soul to the 
body; and at the end they are as far as ever from 
having solved the problem. The Resurrection of our 
Lord alone gives us the solution, teaching us, as it 
does, the sacredness of both. No mere doctrine of 
the immortality of the soul could do this; and no 
belief that the Lord Jesus Christ now reigns in a 
disembodied state upon the throne of universal 
empire could do it. It is done by the doctrine of 
the Risen Lord alone,—by that doctrine which tells 
us that He has still a body, but a body glorified. 
Animated by this thought, we learn to discipline not 
only the spirit but the body, and to train the one as 
we train the other for the time when He who has 
Himself been fashioned anew shall also “fashion anew 
the body of our humiliation, that it may be conformed 
to the body of His glory, according to the working 
whereby He is able even to subdue all things unto 
Himself.” 2 

3. In the Risen Lord the new life has its nourish- 
ment and strength. That life is a life of communion 
and fellowship with the Father through the Son; 
and in Scripture it is represented as led by the in- 
dwelling of the Son in us; “who,” says St. Paul, 
writing to the Corinthians, and referring to our Lord, 
“to youward is not weak but is powerful in you: for 
He was crucified through weakness, yet He liveth 
through the power of God”;? and again, writing to 

* Phil. iii, 21. 72 Cor. xiii. 3, 4. 
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the Galatians, and speaking of himself, “I live, and 
yet no longer I, but Christ liveth in me”;* while the 
short and expressive formula used by our Lord Him- 
self is, “Ye in Me, and I in you.”? In the first two 
passages it is at once clear that the Apostle has in 
view the Risen Lord; and attention to the context 
of the third will show that it is in the thought of 
Himself as glorified that Jesus speaks. How indeed 
can it be otherwise? Living, present communion 
can only be maintained with One who is Himself 
present and living; it would otherwise be no more 
than a recollection of the past. We may thus re- 
member the great men of history, or the friends now 
taken away who were wont to guide us amidst the 
perplexities, and to comfort us amidst the sorrows, of 
the world. We may recall their virtues, or may dwell 
in thought upon what was noble or pleasing in their 
characters. Although dead, they may speak to us, 
and not a few of our most wholesome and touching 
memories may be kept green upon their graves. But 
all this is very different from that communion with 


Christ by which the spiritual life is maintained in 


vigour. It was not by recollection of what He had 

been during those eternal ages when He was the 

Father’s delight, rejoicing always before Him, that 

our Lord Himself lived when He was on earth; it 

was by a present and uninterrupted communion with 

the Father. By a similar communion with Himself 
1Gal. ii. 20. *John xiv. 20. 
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He teaches us that we must live—“As the living 
Father sent Me, and I live because of the Father: so 
he that eateth Me, he also shall live because of Me.” } 
In other parts of the same discourse He employs the 
strongest expressions to point out the need of our 
continual dependence upon ‘Himself for life. He tells 
us that He is “the living bread which came down 
out of heaven,” and that “except we eat the flesh 
and drink the blood of the Son of man, we have no 
life in ourselves”;? while these expressions are so 
brought into connexion with the words “What then, 
if ye should behold the Son of man ascending up 
where He was before,” * as to show that, even after 
He had returned to His Father, the very same sus- 
tenance must be still partaken of by His people. It 
is by no mere imitation of our Lord’s example when 
He was on earth, by no mere listening to the teach- 
ing that then fell from His lips, by no mere trust in 
anything then accomplished by Him, that we live, 
but it is by abiding in Him, as the vine is in the 
branches and the branches are in the vine. We live 
in a Risen Saviour, His life in us is our life, and in 
Him our life is a risen life. We have neither to 
travel back over many centuries, that in a distant 
past we may hold communion with Him as He was 
on earth; nor forward through an equally long period 
that, in a glorious future, we may realise the hope 
of such communion re-established for ever with Him 
4John vi. .57. 2 John vi. 51, 53. * Verse 62 
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as He is in heaven. He is not less than He ever 
was, or will be, the present nourishment of His 
people. He is with them and in them even now, 
communicating Himself to them by means of that 
“other Advocate” through whom He comes to them. 
Not only, however, is this the case. It is neces- 
sary, in connexion with our present subject, to go 
further and to add that the nourishment thus given 
to the spiritual life and the bodily Resurrection of 
our Lord have the closest relation to one another. 
For it will be at once admitted that the spirit 
bestowed by our Lord is His own Spirit, who is not 
merely given as a rich and powerful friend might give 
us something external to himself. He is sent by the 
_ exalted Redeemer as the expression of His own Per- 
sonality. He is that Spirit who, according to the 
vital doctrine of the Western Church, proceedeth 
from the Son as well as from the Father, and who 
comes into our souls laden with the very breath of 
the quarter from which He comes. The peace that 
our Lord gives is His own peace; the joy that He 
gives is His own joy;—the very peace, the very joy, 
with which His own breast is filled. So here. The 
Spirit that He gives is the Spirit of His own being; 
and He must, accordingly, bear the peculiar impress 
of what that being is. - But, again, this Spirit is to 
become our spirit; and we are men with a complex 
nature, with bodies as well as souls. Unless, there- 
fore, He be the Spirit of one with a similar complex 
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nature, He will not be completely and thoroughly 
adapted to us. There will be a want of fitting in 
to the peculiarities of our state. May not this, or 
something like this, be one of the reasons why, in the 
ages previous to the Incarnation, the Spirit was not 
given to be an indwelling spirit in man? He would 
not have been the spirit of one possessed of a human 
as well as of a Divine nature; and thus He would 
not have had that entire correspondence with our 
human necessities through which alone He can be 
really ours in the deepest and most intimate sense,— 
ours not simply as an outward gift bestowed upon us, 
but as a part of our regenerated “selves.” * Whether 
this be the case or not, what has been said may help 
to show us that the Resurrection and Glorification of 
our Lord in the body were needed before He could so ~ 
dwell in us by His Spirit as to satisfy every want of 
our compound nature. 

There is indeed a large and devoted section of the 
Christian Church which, going still further than this, 
maintains that our Lord actually communicates His 
glorified humanity to His people. It is supposed that 
in some mysterious way, and especially in the sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist, His humanity, though locally 
present in heaven, is also present with believers, and 
that they actually eat His flesh and drink His blood 
in that holy ordinance. It is not easy to attach a 
definite idea to this language; and so far as it is 

*Note 68, 
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possible to do so, it seems difficult to reconcile it with 
those words of our Lord’s parting discourses to His 
disciples, in which He told them that He was going 
away, and that what He would send was “another” 
Advocate to be their strength. It seems enough to 
think that the “other” Advocate comes from that 
Glorified Redeemer who is still possessed of a body 
as well as of a soul. Because this is the source from 
which the Spirit comes, He is able to communicate to 
us who are in the body the things that we require in 
a way in which they could not be given were our 
Lord only exalted spirit. 

Even if we rest here, what a truth is this, and 
how little does it enter into our ordinary thoughts! 
We think of the exalted body of the Lord as.a part 
of His reward, and as a pledge of what is prepared 
for us. We lose sight of the fact that it is by means 
of a spirit coming from One who is not only spirit, 
but who has at the same time an exalted body, that 
we live. We have communications from Him not as 
One who is spirit only, but as One who is still pos- 
sessed of real and complete humanity. In a glorified 
humanity He not only lives Himself, but He binds us 
to Himself as to one living in that state. The very 
power that comes to us from heaven is pervaded by 
human elements. It comes to us as men from One 
who is not less truly man than we are, that it may 
nourish us into the blessed life of the perfectly human 
united to the perfectly Divine. 
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4. In the Risen Lord the new life has its consum- 
mation. For it is the Risen Lord who conveys to 
us the blessed assurance, not only that the life now 
implanted in the soul shall never die, but that we 
ourselves, in our individual personal existence, shall 
survive the shock of death, and shall pass in triumph 
through that dissolution of the grave from which all 
the feelings of our nature shrink. “If the Spirit of 
Him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwelleth in 
you, He that raised up Christ Jesus from the dead 
shall quicken also your mortal bodies, because of His 
Spirit that dwelleth in you”; “If we died with Christ, 
we believe that we shall also live with Him: knowing 
that Christ being raised from the dead dieth no more; 
death no more hath dominion over Him.” ?* 

There is more than the hope of immortality set 
before us in such words. There is the hope that we, 
even as we are, with our present powers and faculties 
and affections, with our present complex nature, with 
our bodies as well as our souls, shall pass, like Israel 
of old, through the swellings of Jordan into the land 
of promise. 

We shall not, indeed, be seabed what we are now. 
When the Lord Himself arose, “the first fruits of 
them that sleep,” He was not the same as when com- 
mitted to the grave. Yet the change produced on 
Him, however great, did not destroy His personality, 
nor did it affect the individuality of that life with 


4Rom. viii. 11; vi. 8, 9. 
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which, during the years of His earthly ministry, He 
had lived among His disciples. He was still the same 
Lord to them that He had always been,—not a 
shadowy spirit, but the man Christ Jesus. His form 
stood before them in all the old clearness of its out- 
line; they could touch His person and recognise His 
voice. It is in a similar manner that our Resur- 
rection shall be perfected. We cannot, indeed, form 
to ourselves a complete picture of the details, but we 
can have no difficulty in accepting the general idea. 
Even now we often behold gradual approaches to it. 
The beauty of the inner life may change the very 
features of the countenance. The thought of the 
lofty destiny awaiting us may impart something of 
its nobility to the outward frame. The voice often 
lifted up in private praise and prayer may come to 
speak in softer and more touching tones than those in 
which it would otherwise find utterance. And thus 
- we have only to imagine our whole man penetrated 
and pervaded by the Spirit of God, in order to believe 
that all about us may be changed, yet so changed 
that the essence of our personality and our difference 
from other men shall be as distinct as ever. Nor 
need any question be raised about the possibility of 
the mutual recognition of the redeemed in the resur- 
rection-state. The one fact that the Risen Lord, the 
type of our own resurrection, was recognised by His 
disciples, dispels all hesitation or doubt upon the point. 

While, however, our individuality shall be con- 
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tinued in the future world, the Resurrection of our 
Lord is not less the pledge of a great and glorious 
change that we shall then experience. Here, at the 
very best, the body comes far short of answering the 
demands made upon it by one who would walk 
worthy of the kingdom and glory to which he is 
called. He would wish to serve God day and night 
in His temple, but the very alternations of day 
and night impose upon him the necessity of sleep. 
Like his Divine Master he would wish to go about 
continually doing good, but the feet refuse to carry 
him, and the hands that were raised to bless fall 
powerless by his side. At every step of his progress 
he would lift up his heart into the presence-chamber 
of the Great King, but the deeper the intensity of 
his feelings the sooner does the bodily constitution 
decline to endure the strain. Down to the last 
moment of our earthly existence we bear about with 
us a body which hampers the soul in its aspirations ; 
and often, when the visions of heaven are just about 
to burst upon the eye and the ear, the one is blind 
to every sight and the other deaf to every sound. 
“There is a law in the members that warreth with 
the law of the mind”; “O wretched men that we 
are! who shall deliver us out of this body of death?” * 

The Resurrection of our Lord supplies the answer 
to the Apostle’s question. It is the earnest of a time 
when the conflict between the soul and the body shall 

4Rom. vii. 23, 24. 
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be for ever at an end; when the two parts of man’s 
nature shall be in perfect accord and harmony with 
one another; when the flesh shall no longer struggle 
against the spirit or the spirit against the flesh; but 
when the body shall be a willing instrument in the 
service of the spirit for that unchecked and uninter- 
rupted performance of the will of God in which the 
blessedness and glory of our nature must be found, if 
they are found at all. It entirely dissipates the idea 
that, through the earthly resurrection of our bodies, 
the continued life and development of our disem- 
bodied spirits must suffer an endless suspension.? 
To the whole man, possessed of body as well as 
spirit, it opens up the prospect of that unlimited 
advance in which the limitations of the body shall 
no longer check the progress of the spirit. Through 
the light cast by it, and by it alone, upon our future 
state, we anticipate a life in which we shall no more 
groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to 
wit, the redemption of our body; but, when, as we 
follow the Lamb whithersoever He goeth, we shall 
send forth one song of praise.——“<We thank God 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.” The whole revela- 
tion of the New Testament breaks down if that 
union of believers with their Lord which is its cen- 
tral principle’ is interrupted at any stage whatever of 
the future. “Yet a little while, and the world 
beholdeth Me no more; but ye behold Me because 
*Comp. Keim, Jesus von Nazara, iii. p. 584. 


Vv OF OUR LORD 193 





I shall live, and ye shall live.”+ Our union with 
Him is not for a time only, but for ever. 

Therefore it is that, in the hope of a full, personal, 
undivided life beyond the grave, we lift up our heads 
as the hour of our redemption draweth nigh. By the 
great fact that Christ is risen the New Testament 
teaches us that, if there be a future life at all, it is 
we ourselves who live, not vapours, not ghosts, but 
in our present compound being, with our individual 
personal lives, recognisable by others and recognising 
them. We may dismiss the whole doctrine; but to 
do so we must first get rid of the Resurrection of our 
Lord. If we accept that fact, we must accept the 
doctrine of our own resurrection in this form, for it is, 
the only form in which it is taught in Scripture. 
What was the case with our Lord must be the case, 
with all His people. In the great day of account no 
vast array of shadowy figures will issue from the 
tombs, with nothing to distinguish them from one 
another. Separated by distinct individualities in 
this world, they will be not less separated in the 
next; and, as the Risen Lord was known and clung 
to by His disciples who had followed Him upon earth. | 
so every member of His mystical body shall be known 
and clung to in the unity of love by those who, sidé 
by side with them, ran His race and fought His 
fight before they died. 

It Sieh be thought by some that it is too much tot 

4John xiv. 19. 
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anticipate such results, and that this spiritualising 
of man,—this penetrating his whole frame with the 
power of the Divine Spirit—this making him a 
“partaker of the Divine nature,” is either inconceiv- 
able or that it is at once a humiliation of the Divine 
and an undue exaltation of the human. But 
philosophy, in the most aspiring of its modern 
developments, rejects such a conclusion, and seeks 
rather to show that humanity itself is God. Religion 
no less rejects it. The lesson of Scripture is that, if 
it is the property of our human nature to seek after 
the Divine, it is also a property of the Divine nature 
to communicate itself to the human; that neither is 
satisfied in itself alone; and that, to the full attain- 
ment of their mutual desires, each must find itself in 
the other. Thus it is that, on the one side, St. Paul 
teaches us that in every age and nation there is an 
impulse in man to “seek after God, if haply he may 
find him;?’? and thus it is that, on the other side, 
our Lord Himself used these remarkable words to the 
woman of Samaria, “An hour cometh and now is, 
when the true worshippers shall worship the Father 
in spirit and truth: for the Father also is seeking 
such, even them that worship Him.”? Man is seeking 
after God: God is seeking after man; and the union 
.of the two is the highest revelation both of the 
Divine and of the human.® 

If this be so it follows that that penetrating of 

* Acts xvii, 27. *John iv. 23. _* Note 69. 
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man by the Divine Spirit which we have seen to be 
the great lesson of the Resurrection of our Lord, 
ought not to startle us; and when it does not, what 
a high and glorious hope does it present! How lofty 
is that conception of man’s destiny which it unfolds! 
how exalted the result at which it bids us aim! We 
are often told that the Gospel of Christ fails to do 
honour to the capabilities of man’s nature; that it 
is unable to stimulate his powers; and that, by its 
lessons on human corruption and human weakness, it 
tends to sink him in degradation and hopelessness. 
How utterly false and groundless is the charge! No- 
where else has so noble an ideal been presented for 
man to aim at. To be united to the “only God”; 
to be brought into harmony with the love which is 
the foundation of all being; to have every jarring 
element in ourselves for ever done away; to become 
in character as well as privilege the sons and 
daughters of the Lord Almighty; and to look down- 
ward through eternal ages when, with bodies wholly 
adapted to our spirits, we shall rejoice in the reign 
aud in the service of perfect righteousness,—that, 
and nothing less than that, is what the Resurrection 
of our Lord both foreshadows and secures. 
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LECTURE VI 


“And He is the head of the body, the church: who is the be- 
ginning, the firstborn from the dead; that in all things 
He might have the pre-eminence.”—Cot. i. 18. 


We have considered the Resurrection of our Lord in 
its bearing upon Christian life and hope, but it is im- 
possible to rest there. The Christian does not stand 
alone. He is not merely an individual, nourishing 
the hidden life in the secret of his own heart, and 
walking above the world even while he is in it. He 
is a member of that community which we name the 
Church. He stands in the closest relation to that 
system of things which, using the word in its widest 
sense, we name the World; and the question there- 
fore meets us, Does the Resurrection of our Lord 
affect these two great wholes? and if so, How? 


I 


In the first place, as to the Church. The slightest 
glance at the New Testament is sufficient to show 
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that, in founding what He called the “kingdom of 
God” or the “kingdom of heaven” in the world, our 
Lord contemplated more than dealing with men as 
individuals. He did not think that the object of His 
Mission would be accomplished by simply implanting 
in scattered: members of the community that new and 
higher life which should fill them with its influence 
as members of the family, of society, and of the State. 
He aimed also at constituting a community, a Church. 
He described the relation of His disciples to one 
another by figures which implied that they constituted 
a new organisation. He pointed out to them the 
nature of the duties to which mutual fellowship intro- 
duced and bound them. He encouraged them by. 
promises peculiarly applicable to their condition when 
thus combined. Let us suppose that at any particu- 
lar period in the history of the past the number of 
believers in the world had been exactly what it was; 
that their faith and hope and love had corresponded 
with the highest demands of Christianity; that their 
general walk in life had been thoroughly leavened 
by the heavenly leaven; that in every public and 
private relation they had been made new crea- 
tures in Christ Jesus;—even then the end which 
our Lord proposed to accomplish would not have 
been fully reached. In the want of cohesion which 
would have marked His followers, in their want of 
union, in their failing to gather themselves together 
into one Body for common work and mutual 
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_ strength, there would have been something lacking. 
As private Christians they might have been all that 
could be wished; but they would not have been the 
Church. Had our Lord not intended to institute a 
Church which should represent Him after He had 
gone away, much of His own teaching, as well as of 
that of His Apostles, would have been meaningless ; 
and “I believe in the Holy Catholic Church” would 
never have found a place in that Creed which has 
been the chief symbol of the Christian faith in every 
age and land. 

We have not now, however, to defend the idea of 
the Church as a Body which our Lord designed to 
establish upon earth. However various the senses in 
which they use the word, all Christians allow that the 
Church does exist, that she ought to exist, and that 
her existence will never end. What we have at 
present to do with is the relation in which the Resur- 
rection of our Lord stands to her, and more especially 
to her Institution and her Mission in the world. The 
subject is one which seems to have been hardly, if 
at all, dealt with in the theology of our Presbyterian 
Churches. Yet it occupies a most important place 
in the teaching of the New Testament,—a place in- 
deed not less remarkable than we have already found 
to be that of the Resurrection of our Lord in relation 
to Christian life and hope. 

1. It was by the Risen Lord that the Church was 
instituted. Except in so far as she was summed up 
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in Himself, she was called into existence, not during 
His earthly ministry but after His Resurrection. Two 
great epochs may here be distinguished from each 
other; but both of them belong to the period after 
Jesus rose from the dead. The first is that of which 
the third and fourth Gospels give us the account, 
when the Risen Lord appeared for the first time in 
the midst of the disciples.1 The second is that men- 
tioned in the Acts of the Apostles in connexion with 
the day of Pentecost.2 We need not enter here upon 
the distinction between the two. It is enough to 
notice that, be the distinction what it may, it was 
only after He rose from the dead that our Lord sent 
forth His disciples on their mission; and that, after 
that event, we read for the first time of “the Church.” * 
The nature of the case indeed forbade that it should 
be otherwise, for it was in the power of the Spirit 
that the Church was instituted, and the power of the 
Spirit “was not” before Jesus was glorified.® 

2. Not only, however, was the Church thus in- 
stituted by the Risen Lord, it was from Him when 
risen that the disciples received full instructions for 
their work. They had, no doubt, been instructed by 
their Lord and Master all along; and in particular 
the last discourses, recorded in John xiv. xv. XVi., 
have a special bearing upon Christian work rather 
than upon general Christian life; * but there seems to 


1Luke xxiv. 36; John xx. 19-23. 2 Acts ii. *Note 70. 
* Acts v. 11. Note 71. 5 John vii. 39. *Note 72. 
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have been a teaching of a higher kind during the 
forty days spent by our Lord upon the earth between 
His Resurrection and Ascension. It is a mistake to 
think that His object in then meeting with the dis- 
ciples so frequently as He did was to convince them 
that it was indeed Himself: the events of the day 
of the Resurrection had already satisfied all of them, 
except Thomas, upon that point. It was rather to 
instruct them in the nature of the work upon which 
they were to enter. “Speaking to them of the king- 
dom of God” is the description given us by St. Luke 
of the manner in which He spent the time:* and 
when we gather together His various topics of in- 
struction during these days, as they are scattered 
throughout the different Evangelists, we find that 
they refer to the most important lessons and the 
highest gifts by which the Church was to influence 
the world.? This consideration, indeed, in all prob- 
ability explains the fact that the interval between the 
Resurrection and the Ascension was exactly what it 
was; and that the latter event took place ten days 
before the day of Pentecost rather than upon the very 
eve of that festival. Our Lord’s own temptation in 
the wilderness had extended over forty days; and we 
know, from the special nature of the temptations 
recorded, that the purpose of that time was to pre- 
pare Him for the ministry on which He was imme- 
diately to enter. A similar period of preparation, 
* Acts i. 3. * Note 73. 
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though filled, in a way corresponding to the change 
of circumstances, with wholly different events, was 
now given to the disciples. That was the prepara- 
tion; and then came the work. 

3. In the Risen Lord the Church reads the true 
nature of her Mission. It-will hardly be denied that, 
considered in its first and greatest aspect, that Mission 
is to be rather than to do. Life itself must precede 
the exercise of the powers of life; and it lies in the 
very nature of the Church’s work that every effort to 
perform it must, in order to be successful, breathe the 
Divine spirit by which she herself is animated. To 
win the world to faith Jesus set before it what He 
was Tather than what He did; and in this, as in all 
else, He has left us the pattern which the Church 
must imitate. But if so. the chief element of the 
Church’s being, as pointed out to us in the New 
Testament, is that which makes her a witness to men 
of the fulness of heavenly life in her Exalted Lord. 
The teaching of the fourth Gospel, in particular, upon 
this point is not less striking than clear. It can only 
be summarised at present in the briefest possible 
manner, but its general purport is as follows:—The 
Lord Jesus Christ is no more in the world. He is 
gone to the Father. The heavens have received Him 
until the restitution of all things. We cannot hear 
His voice, or see our children folded in His arms, or 
behold such a look of tender expostulation as that 

4 Note 74. 
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which sent a pang to the Apostle Peter’s heart, and 
made him go out and weep bitterly. Is there nothing 
to supply the want? or to let the world see that there 
is still in the midst of it a “witness” to the immediate 
presence of the Divine? It is not enough to say, 
There is the Bible, of which the Church is the 
guardian and keeper. The Bible is a book. It is not 
in itself a living thing: it is words, and all words are 
meaningless until the reader is able to put their mean- 
ing into them. And again it is not enough to say, 
There is the work that the Church does. She cannot 
do more than “compass sea and land to make one 
proselyte,” and we know of whom these words were 
spoken. The Church might map out the whole world 
into parishes; she might have a church and a minister 
in each; she might preach the truth, administer the 
sacraments, maintain a discipline of morals, and yet 
she might be what she was in the days of degenerate 
Israel, what she has again and again been in Christian 
history,—a selfish, worldly institution, seeking the 
glory that cometh from man, and not from the only 
God.?- The Church has committed to her a higher 
task than even that of converting the world. She 
has to do that by which alone the world can be con- 
verted. She has to declare Christ as He declared the 
Father. She is the “sent” of Christ as He was the 
“sent” of the Father. And just as our Lord Him- 
self said, “He that hath seen Me hath seen the 
*Matt. xxiii. 15. * John v. 44. *John xx. 21. 
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Father,” so, when the Church at any time reviews 
her manifestation of herself, she ought to be able to 
say, He that hath seen me hath seen my Lord. 

The point, however, to be especially noticed now 
is this, that the witness which the Church is to bear 
to her Lord is to be borne to Him as not only the 
crucified but the Risen Lord. It is not enough for 
her to witness to Him as He was on earth; she must 
witness to Him as He is in heaven. “Verily, verily, 
I say unto you,” are Christ’s own words, “he that 
believeth in Me, the works that I do shall he do also; 
and greater works than these shall he do; because I 
go unto‘the Father.” * Greater works than those of 
Jesus upon earth! The words admit of no other in- 
terpretation, and they could not be more definite than 
they are. Greater works than the Lord Jesus did shall 
His people do! Why? Because He will Himself be 
greater; He will have gone unto the Father, who is 
greater than He.* He will be one with the greater 
Father, and in that oneness both the Father and the 
Son will come unto the members of His Body, and 
make Their abode with them, and fill them with Their 
spirit, and endow them with Their power. In other 
words, the Church of Christ is the organ not simply 
of a humbled and an earthly, but of an exalted and 
a heavenly Lord. “As He is,” says St. John in his 
first Epistle, in words full of meaning,—“As He 1s” 
(not as He was), “so are we in this world.” ¢ 
: John xiv. 9, *?John xiv. 12, *John xiv.28. ‘1 John iv. 17, 
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Out of this idea flows all that is most characteristic 
of the Church, all that is peculiarly to distinguish 
her in the execution of her Divine commission. Let 
us advert to one or two of these characteristics for a 
moment; and, as it is impossible to notice all of them, 
it may be well simply to mention three which seem 
to be most frequently forgotten. 

(1.) From the idea of the Church now before us, 
we gather the most powerful impression of that visible 
unity which ought to bind all her members into one 
great whole. The life of the Risen and Glorified 
Lord is not a life in spirit only, but in an exalted and 
glorified body; and, so lived, it is at the same time 
alike one and visible. It exhibits no discordant ele- 
ments; its different sides or aspects present no 
hindrances to the accomplishing of the common end. 
The Divine does not obliterate the human; the human 
does not limit the Divine. The body of the Risen 
Lord is not lost in His spiritual existence; the mani- 
fold operations of His spirit find their appropriate 
expression through the different members of His 
body. In the perfect harmony of both body and 
spirit He is one. But He is not only one. He is 
also visible both to His angels and to His saints. 
To the former He “appeared” after His Resurrec- 
tion; the latter “follow the Lamb whithersoever 
He goeth.” ? 

If, therefore, it be the duty of the Church to 


*1] Tim. iii. 16, * Rev. xiv. 4. 
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represent her Lord among men, and if she faithfully 
perform that duty, it follows by an absolutely irre- 
sistible necessity that the unity exhibited in His 
person must appear in her. She must not only be 
one, but visibly one in some distinct and appreciable 
sense—in such a sense that men shall not need to be 
told of it, but shall themselves see and acknowledge 
that her unity is real. No doubt such unity may be, 
and is, consistent with great variety—with variety 
in the dogmatic expression of Christian truth, in 
regulations for Christian government, in forms of 
Christian worship, and in the exhibition of Christian 
life. It is unnecessary to speak of these things now. 
Variety and the right to differ have many advocates. 
We have rather at present to think of unity and the 
obligation to agree. As regards these, it'can hardly 
be denied that the Church of our time is flagrantly 
and disastrously at fault. The spectacle presented by 
her to the world is in direct and palpable contradic- 
tion to the unity of the person of her Lord; and she 
would at once discover its sinfulness were she not 
too exclusively occupied with the thought of positive 
action on the world, instead of remembering that her 
primary and most important duty is to afford to the 
world a visible representation of her Exalted Head. 
In all her branches, indeed, the beauty of unity is 
enthusiastically talked of by her members, and not a 
few are never weary of describing the precious oint- 
ment in which the Psalmist beheld a symbol of the 
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unity of Israel.1 Others, again, alive to the useless- 
ness of talking where there is no corresponding real- 
ity, seek comfort in the thought that beneath all the 
divisions of the Church there is a unity which she did 
not make, and which she cannot unmake. Yet, surely, 
in the light of the truth now before us, we may well 
ask whether either the talking or the suggested com- 
fort brings us nearer a solution of our difficulties. 
The one is so meaningless that the very lips which 
utter it might be expected to refuse their office. The 
- other is true, although, according as it is used, it may 
either be a stimulus to amendment or a pious plati- 
tude; and generally it is the latter. But neither words 
about the beauty of unity nor the fact of an invisible 
unity avail to help us. What the Church ought to 
possess is a unity which the eye can see. If she is 
to be a witness to her Risen Lord, she must do more 
than talk of unity, more than console herself with the 
hope that the world will not forget the invisible bond 
by which it is pleaded that all her members are bound 
together into one. Visible unity in one form or an- 
other is an essential mark of her faithfulness. Let it 
be allowed that differently organised branches of the 
one Church of Christ may exist in different lands, or 
even in the same land, they must occupy such a rela- 
tion to each other that their unity shall be manifest 
to the world. There must be intercommunion, mutual 
helpfulness—even to a certain extent confederation— 


1Psalm cxxxiii. 
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among them. Unless it be so, the unity of the Church 
of Christ is destroyed, and without it she cannot fulfil 
her mission. Nay, the very aim, in the thought of 
which she finds consolation for the loss of unity, will 
be itself defeated. The world will never be converted 
by a disunited Church. Even Bible-circulation and 
missionary exertion upon the largest scale will be 
powerless to convert it, unless they are accompanied 
by the strength which unity alone can give. Let the 
Church of Christ once feel, in any measure corre- 
sponding to its importance, that she is the represent- 
ative of the Risen Lord and she will no longer be 
satisfied with mere outward action. She will see that 
her first and most imperative duty is to heal herself, 
that she may be able to heal others. 

(2.) From the idea of the Church now before us, we 
learn the nature of that aspect in which she must 
present herself to the world. Would she fulfil her 
mission, she must be recognised by the world as a 
Church suffering, yet triumphant over suffering. Such 
is the life of Him to whom she witnesses. He bears 
the marks alike of suffering and of triumph. Both 
are manifest, both are visible, in Him./ Amidst all the 
glories of His heavenly abode He exhibits the tokens of 
‘His sufferings on earth, and the song of His redeemed 
is “Worthy is the Lamb that was slain.” Throughout 
everlasting ages these tokens of suffering will continue 
to be visible, and that song will never change. It 
follows, therefore, that the Church, which is His re- 
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presentative on earth, must be seen both to suffer and 
to triumph over suffering. It is not merely that she 
must suffer. No one denies that in the case of every 
follower of Jesus the cross must precede the crown. 
The point to be at present particularly noticed is, that 
the Church must be known, that she must appear, to 
suffer; and that she can no more produce her legiti- 
mate effect upon the world without such a manifesta- 
tion of herself than our Lord could have produced His 
effect, had His sufferings not been as visible as they 
were real. We are prone to forget this, and to think 
that the impression produced by our Lord when He 
was on earth depended chiefly upon His miracles. 
It may well be doubted if we are correct in thinking 
so. When the Jews beheld Him weeping at the grave 
of Lazarus, and Mary weeping at His feet, they said, 
“Behold, how He loved him.” These are the same 
Jews of whom we are told at a later point in the 
narrative, that, having “come to Mary,” and having 
seen the “things” which He did, they believed in 
Him.’ Of all that had passed, what, we may ask, had 
most to do in thus bringing them to faith? It may 
have been the miracle, although they had before 
resisted many miracles, although our Lord Himself 
had said, “If they hear not Moses and the prophets, 
neither will they be persuaded if one rise from the 
dead.” ? But the special mention of them in con- 
nexion with Mary, and the use of the word “things,” 
41 John xi. 45. ?Luke xvi. 31. 
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instead of “thing,” appear to say that it was quite 
as much the tears,—the tokens of the suffering love 
of Jesus,—that produced the effect, as the majestic 
word instantly obeyed, “Lazarus, come forth.” The 
power of Christ’s mission upon earth depended not 
merely on suffering but on suffering seen. It is not 
otherwise in heaven, where the garment that He wears, 
as He is followed by the armies of the re- 
deemed, is said to be a “garment sprinkled with 
blood.” * 

Again, therefore, it must be with the Church of the 
Lord Jesus Christ as it is with the Lord Himself; 
and if she is not seen both to accept suffering and, in 
accepting it, to triumph over it, she is deprived of one 
of the main elements of her strength. It would of 
course be utterly wrong in her to make suffering for 
herself; and it may be urged that there come times 
when the providence of God does not send suffering, 
and when, therefore, owing to no fault of her own, she 
cannot be seen to suffer. The reply is easy. It lies 
in the very nature of the case that the Church’s testi- 
mony must always be offensive to the world. She 
speaks of things seen and temporal in a light the very 
opposite of that in which the world is accustomed to 
regard them. She calls to a separation from ends to 
which the world is devoted. She enjoins the exercise 
of virtues which the world does not appreciate.. The 
very existence of the Church, when exhibiting her 

*Rev. xix. 13. 
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true spirit and leading her true life, is a protest 
against the spirit and life of the world. “Woe unto 
you,” said our Lord, “when all men shall speak well 
of you”;? “I came not to send peace, but a sword.” ? 
On the other hand, there will always be sin and 
sorrow in the world. But sin can only be healed by 
our stooping to its misery; sorrow can only be healed 
by our pouring human words into its ear, and wiping 
away its tears with human hands; and works like 
these can never be accomplished without pain. The 
Son of God Himself, 
“In doing good, 
Was fain to look to heaven, and sigh.” 

The Church, therefore, does not require to make 
suffering for herself. Simple faithfulness will do it. 
Neither the rich nor the poor, when wicked or worldly, 
will tolerate those who are true to the teaching and 
life of their great Master. But, if so, the inquiry can 
hardly fail to force itself upon us, whether the position 
occupied by the Church in our own day in respect to 
suffering is such as to entitle her to think that she is 
a true witness to her Lord, and a true exhibiter of 
His life. Are her labours, pains, self-denials, suffer- 
ings, self-sacrifices, the marks by which the poor, the 
worldly, and the criminal, chiefly know her? Are 
they not more likely to think of ministers, elders, and 
multitudes of Christian men and women, living at 
ease, not unfrequently in luxury, with little hardship 

*Luke vi. 26. * Matt. x. 34. 
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and little toil? When they thought of our Lord in 
the days of His earthly ministry, they thought of one 
who had not where to lay His head. They would 
hardly think thus of His representative now. The 
Church of Christ rides too much, and not too little, on 
the high places of the earth; and the world’s first 
impression of her not unfrequently is, that it has only 
to offer her more purple and fine linen and sump- 
tuous fare, in order to secure her co-operation for 
the accomplishment of its own selfish purposes. She 
would need more, not less, of her Master’s cup put 
into her hands, and more, not less, of His cross to 
bear, before the world will acknowledge her spiritual 
power. 

After all, however, it must always be remembered 
that, just as suffering is not the only, or even the chief, 
mark of the Risen Lord, so it is not that which only 
or even chiefly distinguishes the Church. Her most 
characteristic feature is rather triumph over suffering, 
light springing out of darkness, joy out of sorrow, and 
life out of death. “We are pressed on every side, 
yet not straitened; perplexed, yet not unto despair; 
pursued, yet not forsaken; smitten down, yet not de- 
stroyed; always bearing about in the body the dying 
of Jesus, that the life also of Jesus may be mani- 
fested in our body.” Such is the true spirit of the 
Church’s life; not despondency, or mourning, or sighs 
“even when thanking God”; but the voice of praise, 

42 Cor. iv. 8-10. 
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the shout of victory, the confidence and hope of men 
who are even now seated with their Lord in the 
“heavenly places.” It is not merely a crucified but 
a Risen Lord that we proclaim. 

(3.) Once more, from the idea of the Church now 
before us, we learn that she is not only to develop her 
inner life, but that she is to find for it an outward 
and appropriate expression. This expression, when 
we think of the Church’s being, rather than of her 
doing, is her worship,—those rites, or forms, or cere- 
monies in which she utters to the eye and to the ear 
of others the emotions of her heavenly life. The 
Church can no more live without a worship than 
thought can live without words to fix it and to lend 
it permanence. Spirituality is indeed the deepest 
and most fundamental element of her existence. The 
Risen Lord is spiritual. Even the very body which 
He possesses in heaven is so penetrated and pervaded 
by the spirit that it may be spoken of as a “spiritual 
body,” and that He Himself may be described as 
“spirit.” + The Church, therefore, which represents 
Him must first of all be spiritual. By whatever 
marks, whether of doctrine, or worship, or government, 
we endeavour to distinguish her, there is one that she 
must possess, and to which all her other gifts must 
minister even when they have been bestowed upon her 
in their most perfect form,—she must present to the 
world a manifestation of spiritual life. Without this, 

*Comp. Note 15. 
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she would fail to manifest her Lord in the most es- 
sential characteristic of His being. No outward wor- 
ship can supply its place. The Risen Lord, it can- 
not be too frequently repeated, is essentially spiritual, 
and it is in the spiritual life of humanity that He 
lays the foundation of His Church. To Him all 
is nothing that is not spiritual; and outward rites, 
however well-ordered, or beautiful, or magnificent,— 
however venerable with age, or rich with the pious 
associations of the past,—have value only when they 
express spiritual realities, or promote the growth of 
spiritual feelings and purposes and aims. Christ’s 
kingdom is first in the soul of man. All holy 
thoughts, all heavenly aspirations, all sighs of. contri- 
tion, all tears of penitence, all faith and hope and 
love, all that is meek and gentle, and lowly and self- 
sacrificing, and patient and forgiving,—all these are 
the main elements of His kingdom; and if they do 
not speak to the world in the Church’s life, the most 
imposing ceremonial will be nothing but the cerements 
of death. 

Considerations such as these, however, lend no sup- 
port to the conclusion that in the thought of the 
Church’s spirituality we may neglect her worship ; 
for the Risen Lord is not simply spirit. He has a 
body, and He included the perfecting of the body in 
His perfecting of human nature as a whole. The 
moment the Church grasps this truth, her outward 
not less than her inward worship must assume that 
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importance in her eyes, the denial of which will 
always be found fatal to healthy spiritual life. To 
tell her that she has only to do with spirit is to lead 
the way to the practical denial of her Lord’s Resur- 
rection in the body. It is to introduce a false anti- 
thesis between spirit and body, whereas the true 
antithesis is between spirit and flesh. And it is to 
undervalue one of the essential verities connected with 
Him whose personality in its completeness is the 
Church’s life. We violate, therefore, the truth of 
our Lord’s human nature, as well as of our own, when 
we allege that our worship may be independent of the 
outward,—of the day of rest, of the sanctuary, of an 
appointed ministry, of united praise and prayer, and 
of the Sacraments. By such reasoning we do more 
than sin against ourselves. We sin against Him whom 
we worship, not simply that we may derive benefit 
from doing so, but that in our worship we may show 
forth His praise. The worship that truly performs 
its part of witnessing must include bodily as well as 
spiritual service; and these, so far from being incon- 
sistent, are necessary to each other. The doctrine of 
the Risen Lord, in whom spirit and body are bound 
together in perfect and endless unity, consecrates them 
both. 

It follows, too, that the outward service of the 
Church, if thus essential to her work of witnessing, 
ought to be unfolded and beautified to the highest 
degree consistent with maintaining the supremacy of 
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the spirit. Nothing is more foolish if not more 
selfish, than to plead that we may be indifferent to 
outward worship because God is Spirit. At the very 
time when the Psalmist celebrates the king’s daughter 
as “all glorious within,’ he immediately adds that 
“her clothing is of wrought gold.”* In the Revela- 
tion of St. John, the most precious stones, the most 
costly metals, and the richest dyes, are employed to 
set forth the splendour of the bride, the Lamb’s wife; 
and surely, if Mary expressed by a lavish gift her 
homage to her Lord when He was preparing for His. 
burial, much more may we be lavish in our gifts when 
we follow in the train of One who has ascended up 
on high in all His royal dignity. The thought of 
danger to which we are thus exposed may make us 
careful how far we go, but is no argument against a 
course of conduct rooted in the conception of the 
Church’s being. Such danger is simply that which 
must be met on every side so long as the flesh lusteth 
against the spirit; and the only way to avoid it is 
to see that the worship of the Church be a witness to 
her Risen Lord in the completeness of His exalted 
state. Let her express as far as possible in her wor- 
ship what He is, and her path is sure. 

We have considered several leading characteristics 
of the Church, dwelling especially upon such as in 
this land are peculiarly apt to be forgotten, and we 
have seen that they flow directly from that concep- 

Psalm xlyv. 13. 
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tion of the Church which teaches us to regard her as 
the manifestation upon earth of the Risen Lord. The 
characteristics which have been spoken of relate 
especially to the Church’s being in the world,—to her 
unity, her triumph over suffering, and her worship. 
The thought of the Risen Lord is, however, not less 
applicable to the Church’s field of action than it is 
to her sphere of being, and it throws as bright a light 
on the former as on the latter. The fact that the 
Lord is risen is that upon which Scripture rests the 
universality of the Gospel message, and by which it 
most of all impresses on the Church her responsibility 
to plant everywhere the kingdom which that message 
brings with it. 

(1.) The New Testament constantly reminds us 
how close the connexion is between the Resurrection 
of our Lord and the evangelisation, not of any one 
portion of the human race, but of the whole. Upon 
this point the words of our Lord Himself are pecu- 
liarly instructive, “And I, if I be lifted on high out 
of the earth, will draw all men unto me.”? From 
the expression “lifted on high” it is impossible to 
separate the Resurrection of Jesus and the glory fol- 
lowing it; and when the Evangelist, immediately after 
he has recorded these words of his Divine Master, 
adds, “This He said, signifying by what manner of 
death He should die,”? his object is to include the 
lifting up upon the cross in the “lifting on high,” not 

4John xii. 32. *Ver. 33. 
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to exclude the Resurrection and the Ascension from 
it. Here, therefore, our Lord Himself distinctly 
teaches us that with His being “lifted on high out of 
the earth,” with His being separated from the limita- 
tions of His earthly state, is associated the drawing 
of “all”? men unto Him. ‘Thus also, when we read 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews “But we behold Him 
who hath been made a little lower than the angels, 
even Jesus, because of the suffering of death crowned 
with glory and honour, that by the grace of God He 
should taste death for every man,” ? we cannot dis- 
sociate the last clause of the verse from the clause im- 
mediately preceding it. In other words, the lesson 
of the passage is, that it is through His being 
“crowned with glory and honour” that our Lord is 
in a position to apply the benefit of His death to 
“every”? man.* Scripture, in short, always teaches 
that the universality of the application of the Gospel 
is to be traced to the action of the Risen Lord. Only 
when He burst the bonds of death did He pass from 
the limited to the unlimited, and from the local to 
the universal. But, because He has now done so and 
is seated at the right hand of God, “there cannot be 
Greek and Jew, circumcision and uncircumcision, 
Barbarian, Scythian, bondman, freeman ; but Christ 
is all, and in all.”* The universality of the ap- 
plication of the Gospel depends upon our Lord’s 
Resurrection, and not merely on His death. 

Note 75. 2 Heb. ii. 9. Note 76. *Col. iii. 1, 11. 
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(2.) Not only, however, is this the case, the teach- 
ing of Scripture leads also to the conclusion that the 
responsibility of the Church to spread the Gospel thus 
universally depends upon the fact that to her, and to 
her alone, as the representative of the Risen Lord, is 
the power entrusted by which the work may be suc- 
cessfully accomplished. We know that this can be 
done by no other means than the agency of the Spirit ; 
and it would seem that the gift of the Spirit is be- 
stowed only through the Church as the organ upon 
earth of the Risen and Glorified Lord in heaven. We 
dare not indeed restrain the power of the Almighty; 
but what we have to do with is His plan; and of 
that plan what has now been said appears to be one 
of the most striking characteristics. There is a want 
of all proof that the Spirit in His fulness is ever 
given directly to the world; or that, apart from the 
medium of those whom He has called to a knowledge 
of Himself, the Almighty sends down His influences, 
now here, now there, upon such as He would awaken 
to a sense of sin and lead to righteousness. On the 
contrary, it appears to be the teaching of the New 
Testament that, as it is the prerogative of Christ in 
His glorified humanity to bestow the Spirit, so it is 
only through the Church, as the representative of 
that glorified humanity, that the influences of the 
Spirit are communicated to the world. There is no 
separate witnessing on the Spirit’s part. Through 
men He witnesses to men. Through the Church alone 
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is He brought to bear upon those who are without her 
pale.* 

The lesson is a solemn one; and it places the 
Church as the Body of Christ, and every part of the 
Church as a part of the Body, in a position of peculiar 
responsibility. It reminds us of what we constantly 
forget. We look abroad upon the world—upon what 
it is and upon what it ought to be. We dwell upon 
its evil, and upon the manner in which it resists all 
argument and entreaty to lead it to the knowledge of 
the truth. We feel our own weakness, as if nothing 
that we can do will be of the least avail. Then we 
cry in our despondency, God Himself will interpose; 
He will accomplish by the power of His spirit what 
we are unable to effect; let Him break these hard 
hearts, and bend these stubborn wills; let Him take 
His own work in hand; and let it be ours to stand 
by, like Moses on the shores of the Red Sea, looking 
in awe and wonder upon Israel saved, and the enemies 
of God overwhelmed in the mighty waters. 

“There seems to be no foundation in Scripture for 
language such as this—no ground to think that the 
Spirit of God is ever given except through the instru- 
mentality of those who are the members of Christ’s 
Body. ‘The Glorified Redeemer acts through them. 
™hey are the channel by which He sends His all- 
powerful Spirit down to make the wilderness a garden 
of the Lord. 

*Note 77. 
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The truth, therefore, that we are now considering 
is of the highest value, not only for the comfort and 
hope of believers, as they look forward to the end of 
their pilgrimage, but for the practical work to which 
they are called while their day of working lasts. No 
doubt, even as they contemplate the death of Him 
who loved them and gave Himself for them, they are 
constrained by the most powerful arguments to con- 
fess that they are not their own, to labour for the 
good of others, and to imitate Him who came “not to 
be ministered unto but to minister, and to give His life 
a ransom for many.” Even then they may feel that 
they are “priests unto their God and Father’; and 
that from the idea of the priesthood it is impossible 
to separate the thought of mediating between God 
and man, of appearing before men as the representa- 
tives of the love of God, of “bearing gently with the 
ignorant and erring,’* of having compassion on the 
sinful, of reclaiming the wanderer, of carrying a 
message of light and peace to every troubled heart 
into which their words can penetrate. But our Lord 
Himself connected both the obligation and the en- 
couragement of Christian work with the thought of 
His condition now, when after His Resurrection He 
said to the disciples, “All authority hath been given 
unto Me both in heaven and on earth. Go ye there- 
fore, and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing 
them into the name of the Father and of the Son and 

1 Heb. v. 2. 
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of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I commanded you; and lo, I am 
with you alway, even unto the end of the world.” ! 
Once before He had sent them forth, but it was in 
other terms, “Go not into any way of the Gentiles, 
and enter not into any city of the Samaritans; but 
go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” 2 
The time had not yet come for the practical work of 
the Church to be presented to her in all its extent. 
He who had belonged to the seed of David according 
to the flesh had not yet thrown off those limitations 
of His humanity which confined both Himself and 
His work to Israel. Now it has come, and every 
limitation has disappeared. The “Kingdom of God,” 
no longer realised, though imperfectly, in one nation, 
is to be realised in its highest perfection among all 
nations. The love of God is revealed in its fulness 
in a Redeemer who, exalted in spiritual glory, is 
equally near to men, whatever be the clime or the age 
in which they live. The eye of the Church’s Head 
travels to every corner of the world—no spot so re- 
mote but He is there; no labourer so apparently un- 
noticed amidst the throng of universal life but He is 
beside him; no home so poor but He is ready, in the 
power of His Spirit, to illuminate its darkness and 
to heal its sorrows. “Lo, I am with you alway” is 
His language—I, to whom all authority has been given 
both in heaven and on earth, who have alike the power 
1Matt. xxviii. 18-20. 7Matt. x. 5, 6. 
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and the right to rule, whose grace shall be sufficient for 
thee, and whose strength shall be perfected in weak- 
ness. In fulfilling His great commission we need have 
no fear that we may be out of harmony with God’s eter- 
nal plan, and none that our task may prove too much 
for us to accomplish. The Living Lord is with us, who 
once knew every such disappointment as we experience, 
and every such cause of despondency as weakens us ; who 
once sighed over the stubbornness of men more deeply 
than we can sigh, and shed more bitter tears for those 
who refused to listen to Him than we can weep. Yet 
He triumphed; and He comes to us now that He may 
communicate to us His joy of victory, and that, in do- 
ing so, He may afford us an earnest of our own. 

Thus it is, then, that everything most distinctive 
of the Church of Christ, alike in her inward and out- 
ward life, in her relation to her various members and 
to the world, flows out of the fact that she is the 
representative not only of the humbled and suffering 
but of the Exalted and Glorified Lord. The Church 
has often been spoken of as a kind of continuation 
of the Incarnation; but there is a sense in which she 
may be spoken of as more. The great Head from 
whom she draws all that is most characteristic of her 
being and her duties is no longer upon earth; He is 
in heaven,—His humiliation over, His cup of sorrow 
drained, His eternal and glorious reign begun. To 
that Head the Church is united in the bonds of 
closest fellowship. She is one with Him who in all 
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His Divine majesty, in all His heavenly power, with 
all the influences of His Spirit, is at the right hand 
of the Father, that she may dwell in Him, and may 
produce even here below the fruits of that tree of life 
which grows by the river of the water of life, which 
bears its fruits throughout: the year, and the leaves 
of which are for the healing of the nations. The 
Church of Christ is not an institution of this world’s 
policy, nor does she exist for this world’s ends. It 
is presumption on the part of men clothed with mere 
worldly power to think that they can lend her strength 
or that they can save her when she is in danger. 
She can lend strength to them and save them; they 
can do none of these things for her. Her spirit, her 
strength, her life are from above. She is the child 
of heaven upon earth, that she may witness to the 
heaven which she now partially introduces, and for 
the full manifestation of which she prepares and waits. 

Did the Church of Christ only realise more fully 
than she does what is thus her true position and char- 
acter and power, how different would she be from 
what she often is! How different would be her tone, 
her life, her work! Instead of contention amidst her 
various branches, she would exhibit unity; instead of 
simple freedom from outward trouble, the joy that 
rises superior to all trouble; and instead of a worship 
in which the form not unfrequently restrains the 
spirit, a spiritual worship shaping itself into forms of 
appropriate and natural expression. She would not 
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only acknowledge that her mission-field was “the 
world” but would see the principle by which she is 
encouraged in every part of it to expect success; and 
she would advance to her work as alone in possession 
of the true remedy for the world’s ills. Glorious 
things would again be spoken of her; and the time 
would not be distant when both Jew and Gentile 
should be gathered into her fold. 


II 


If such is the bearing of the Resurrection of our 
Lord upon the Church, the bearing of the same great 
fact upon ‘the World is not less worthy of our notice. 
The Church and the world indeed cannot stand wholly 
apart from one another, and Scripture often reminds 
us of those secret and mysterious links which bind man 
and nature together, and which make nature follow 
man, whether in his fall or in his rising. She followed 
him at the first, when the ground was cursed for man’s 
sake, and when it brought forth thorns and briers 
instead of nothing but what was pleasant to the eye 
and good for food. She follows him now, when she 
has risen with his progress: and with the Resurrection 
of our Lord there is held out to her the hope of a 
more complete deliverance; “For the earnest expect- 
ation of the creation waiteth for the revealing of the 
sons of God. For the creation was subjected to vanity, 
not of its own will, but by reason of Him who sub- 
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jected it in hope; because the creation itself also shall 
be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the 
liberty of the glory of the children of God. For we 
know that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth 
in pain together until now.” * 

Looked at in the light of the Resurrection of our 
Lord, what a prospect even for nature opens on the 
view! It is true that in one aspect there is decay. 
The mountains are gradually crumbling into the val- 
leys; “the waters wear the stones”; and different 
species both of animals and plants have passed and 
are passing away. Sin, too, with its dissolving power, 
has still a terrible intensity of existence around us, 
and forces are at work threatening to break up the 
very foundations of society, and filling the heart with 
dismay. Neither the philosopher nor the poet can 
give us hope. The Resurrection of our Lord, which 
derives its greatest value from this, that it is not a 
mere miracle of the past but is full of the promise of 
the future, alone can do so. In its light not decay 
but advance, not pulling down but building up, not 
falling back but reaching forward, become the main 
characteristics both of nature and of human history. 
Once the earth was without form and void; scientific 
men tell us that in still remoter ages it. existed only in 
the shape of endlessly-multiplied particles of matter, 
which swept through space without having been as 
yet gathered together into a mass. Be it so. At all 

1Rom. viii. 19-22. 
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events the earth passed through that stage. Then came 
other and successive stages of its history, during which 
plants covered its surface, and animals in ever-rising 
forms of existence appeared to live upon the plants. 
Each stage gave way to another, not lower but higher 
than what went before it. Last of all, man came 
upon the scene, the highest and fairest of the Creator’s 
works; but the progress did not stop. Even the Fall 
did not stop it, for through the Fall, however disas- 
trous it was in some respects, men became as gods, 
knowing good and evil.t/ Then came the remedial 
process,—first darkly hinted at, afterwards revealed 
in ever-brightening light until it was fulfilled in 
Christ. Still the progress did not stop. It has not 
stopped now. The purpose of the ages was an in- 
creasing purpose as the world hastened onward to the 
Resurrection of our Lord; and looking back upon 
that event, we read in it not something peculiar to 
Him, but the token of a higher destiny towards which 
both the spiritual and the material creation are 
moving on. We cannot therefore join either philo- 
sopher or poet in their desponding moods. The 
culminating point of the world’s progress has not 
yet been reached. But in due time it will be reached; 
and, in sharing the “liberty of the glory of the chil- 
dren of God,” whatever be the way in which we en- 
deavour to conceive of it, its final purpose will at last 
be gained. “The mountains and the hills will break 
*Note 78. 
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forth into singing, and all the trees of the forest will 
clap their hands.” + 

I must bring these Lectures to a close. We have 
been dealing with a question upon which it is no 
exaggeration to say that Christianity, in everything 
peculiarly distinctive of it among the religions of the 
world, depends. Such facts as the Incarnation and 
Resurrection of our Lord are either true or false; and 
the Christian faith is so intimately bound up with 
them that, if they are false, the only alternative left 
us is to abandon it, and to seek in some other way 
satisfaction for our religious needs and guidance in 
our religious life. It is impossible to enter into the 
language of those who urge that, altogether apart from 
the supernatural foundation upon which it rests, 
Christianity ought to be preserved for the sake of the 
moral system which it inculcates, or of the natural 
piety which it promotes. That moral system and 
that natural piety are not so exclusively dependent 
upon the revelation of the Bible as to justify our 
seeking them in a book, much of which we have come 
to think false, and which we believe, alike from past 
history and present experience, to be the source of a 
very large amount of mental anxiety and pain and 
terror. Could we indeed eliminate from the Christian 
system all that is directly supernatural or Divine, 
and yet leave men those other parts in which alone, 
it is pled, there is eternal value, we might at least 
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listen to the arguments employed in favour of the 
propriety of doing so. But to eliminate the one and 
to retain the other is impossible. A teacher who 
should feel himself constantly called upon to explain 
away the Divine facts of Christianity, and to show 
‘that, while a precious kernel was enclosed in them, 
they were themselves no more than the fruit of ignor- 
ant superstition of ppetic fancy, would soon dis- 
cover that he was weakening the respect of his hearers 
for all Scripture. He would find that the only course 
open to him was to teach it as it is; and, although he 
might hope that advancing knowledge would gradu- 
ally expose the fallacies of the pulpit, he would be 
constrained to leave the furthering of this advance to 
others. He dare not startle too suddenly the mass 
of common minds. He dare not insinuate to the 
many what he may whisper to the few. In his pub- 
lice position he must teach the whole word of God, or 
at least much of it belonging to another department 
than that of morals or natural piety; and his sole 
consolation, while he speaks, will be that he is yielding 
to a necessity which, in a happier future, will have 
vanished away. 

In such circumstances, however, it is surely worth 
while to consider whether the good to be gained from 
this temporary honour to the Divine word is not 
purchased at an enormous price. There are two sides 
to the picture of results to be anticipated from such 
teaching, and both ought to be looked at. Let us 
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suppose that the preaching of natural religion and 
morals produces its beneficial effect. What are we 
to expect from those other truths which, far more 
than moral precepts or lessons of natural piety, not 
only permeate the Bible, but penetrate every con- 
fession of the Church, are breathed forth in every 
prayer, are sounded aloud in every psalm or hymn 
of praise? Let those who, under the pressure of 
necessity, teach these things while they would fain 
eliminate them, trace back the history of eighteen 
centuries, or even consider what is passing around 
them now. Do they not see results of a very dif- 
ferent kind from those which they desire to produce, 
and which may well make them doubtful as to the 
course they are pursuing? Have they no compassion 
for the millions of human hearts that Christianity, 
on their supposition, has torn with anguish as 
causeless as it was unutterable? Have they no 
sympathy with the countless multitudes whom it has 
driven to despair through a revelation of God thought 
to be Divine, when their teachers knew that it was 
really human ?—no pity for the alarms of conscience, 
or the agonies of remorse, that have needlessly embit- 
tered so many lives?—no feeling for the pangs of 
unnumbered loving spirits who have lived in per- 
petual self-reproach because they thought that they 
were not loving God enough?—no sense of shame 
when they have seen how often a revolt against the 
terrors of hell has made wicked men only more wicked 
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than they would otherwise have been? All these 
things, they must allow, might have been saved had 
they, or those who before them have entertained the 
same views, not thought, or rather pretended to think, 
that for the unenlightened the morals of Christianity 
were necessary, and that as they were inseparable 
from its doctrines, the preaching of the doctrines 
ought to be countenanced for the sake of the morals. 
Of, if they are not asharhed, do they never mourn 
over the loss to society and the world occasioned by 
what they must consider the diversion of so many 
minds from the real to the delusive, from the sub- 
stantial to the shadowy,—by this standing face to 
face with fancies instead of things? They tell us of 
a gain to morals; but, upon their own showing, we 
may tell them of thoughts turned aside from the 
useful to the useless, of strength wasted, of souls 
harassed by problems that ought never to have been 
raised, of tears poured forth without measure in 
silent chambers, of minds in which reason even 
threatens to desert her seat;—and, when we set the 
one picture over against the other, can they honestly 
say that such results ought to be endured for the 
sake of benefits that may be gained by other means? 
In the finer class of spirits it is a strange hallucina- 
tion and one-sidedness that leads to such a con- 
clusion. More common men are led to it by their 
own selfish interests, by their love of position, or 
honour, or gain, 
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Mental anxieties like those now spoken of ought 
to be endured, although with increasing effort on the 
Church’s part to mitigate them, if the supernatural 
facts of Christianity are true; for in that case we 
must give account of ourselves to God, and eternity 
is in the balance. But certainly they ought not to 
be endured for any merely worldly reason which it is 
possible to assign. 'The man who encourages them 
for the sake of the moral precepts of our Lord, or of 
natural piety, is not only false to what he thinks the 
cause of truth, but to the very humanity which he 
professes to reverence and love. Let it not be said 
that faith is cowardly when the cowardice of unbelief 
is so much more marked. 

Once more, it may be said that it is possible to re- 
tain the idea of our Lord’s Resurrection while we give 
up the fact; and that the story of it is one of those 
beneficent illusions by which the human race is edu- 
cated, and which it is the part of wisdom to encourage 
for the sake of infant nations or of children. Suppos- 
ing that it were so, it is nevertheless incontrovertible 
that it is the duty of every man to dispel these illu- 
sions at the earliest possible moment. To substitute 
for them the reality, though it may be the far sterner 
reality, of truth is the education which a generous 
mind must desire both for itself and for all in whom 
it feels an interest. Truth is the best educator of 
man. In the Providence of God it was not all 
revealed at once, because men would have been unable 


232 THE RESURRECTION LECT. 


MBER OME cs SSS SAAR INU IMME ei eer, 
to comprehend it. There was a growth of revela- 
tion as there was a growth of man; and the Re- 
deemer of the world did not come until the times 
were full. But it is our duty to use for ourselves, 
and to impress on others, any measure of positive en- 
lightenment we may enjoy. We may be taught by 
illusions, but we cannot acquiesce in them. They are 
“childish things”; and when we become men we put 
them away. Our nobility lies in being witnesses to 
truth. 

On the other hand, if the Resurrection of our Lord 
be a fact, it is undeniable that it ought to occupy a 
far more important place than it generally does, alike 
in our theological systems and in our religious life. 
The Romish Church has practically expelled it by 
making the mass the centre of her worship. The 
Protestant Church has done the same by the almost 
exclusive attention which she has directed to the death 
of Christ, and by her utterly inadequate teaching, 
that the Resurrection of our Lord is the guarantee of 
the acceptance of His work, instead of the culminating 
part of the work itself. To the neglect of the great 
fact with which we have been dealing are to be 
largely traced those defects in the Christian life of the 
members of our Churches which it is impossible not 
to observe and to lament. Take all classes of society 
among us, from the highest to the lowest, and we 
cannot deny that, even where Christianity is professed, 
and where the ordinances of the Church are faithfully 
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used, there is yet, with many honourable exceptions, a 
worldly tone of life,—a life of worldly luxury in some, 
of worldly aims in others,—affording a melancholy 
contrast to the life of Christ, whether in earth or in 
heaven. There is no want of evangelical preaching, 
as it is called, and no want of admiration for it. Nay, 
the most thoroughly selfish members of our churches, 
the most thoroughly immersed in all the frivolities of 
fashionable life, are often the greatest admirers of that 
preaching. Preach the death of Christ, they cry to 
us. We do preach it. To preach it is to preach one 
of the fundamental doctrines of the New Testament. 
But to preach the death of Christ alone does not seem 
to disturb the selfish heart of man. It often flatters 
him with the thought of what was endured for his 
sake. It makes a free offer of forgiveness, which 
it pleases him to hear of,—always supposing that he 
needs it. It tells him that he has nothing to “do” to 
be saved. It even frowns upon self-sacrifice, as if it 
were the same thing as self-righteousness; and the 
popular preacher is not unfrequently most successful 
when, discrediting the self-chosen poverty and the 
severe self-discipline of members of the Romish 
Church, he shows to the gratified self-satisfaction of 
his hearers that they who choose such unpleasant 
paths are simply working out a salvation for them- 
‘selves, which will fail them in the great day of account. 
What is known as evangelical preaching may have 
saved many souls, but it has not succeeded in rais- 
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ing the tone of our Christian life in such a way as 
to make the world “marvel.” The Church must 
teach the whole truth if she would effect this. She 
must teach the Resurrection of her Lord as well as 
His death; and she must teach it, not as a reward 
for His work, but as a part of the work itself,—as a 
part that, not less than. His death, is to be “fulfilled” 
in us. This will lead us beyond the thought of dying 
to sin to the thought of living in righteousness; this, 
and this alone, will bring the raising up of the new 
man within us into inseparable connexion with the 
death and burial of the old man. 

Then too will the Church exert her due power 
upon the world. We learn from the Acts of the 
Apostles that the fact most of all proclaimed by the 
first teachers of the Gospel was the Resurrection of 
their Lord; and the proclamation appears to have 
gone home with singular power to the hearts of those 
who heard. Yet it may be inferred from different 
passages, both of the same book and of the Epistles 
of St. Paul, that the success of the Apostles in gather- 
ing their numerous converts into the Church was in 
no small degree owing, not to the mere preaching of 
the fact, but to the life of the Christian community 
as it was moulded by it. The early Christians lived 
in the thought of their Risen Lord; and this so lifted 
them above a present world as to bring near that 
better world to which every labouring and heavy- 
laden heart is drawn. A similar power ought always 
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to go forth from the Church of Christ; and it can go 
forth from her only when her life—life in a Risen 
and Living Lord—is a light of men. 

I cannot close these Lectures without expressing 
the earnest hope that, notwithstanding their manifold 
deficiencies, they may, by the blessing of God, be the 
means of directing the thoughts of those who have 
heard them to the vast importance of the subject with 
which they have been occupied. Christ has died; and 
we cannot too frequently, too earnestly, or too lovingly, 
visit the grave where He who gave His life for us was 
laid. But when we go there to weep, let us see that 
we listen also to the voice which says to us, “He 
is not here, but is risen.” ‘Weeping may endure fora 
night, but joy”—both for ourselves and the world— 
“cometh in the morning.” And the morning has 
come; the dawn has broken; and we who believe in 
the Risen Lord have passed out of the valley of the 
shadow of death into unclouded light and life for 
ever. . Amen f 





I say to all men, far and near, 
That He is risen again; 

That He is with us now and here, 
And ever shall remain. 


And what I say, let each this morn, 
Go tell it to his friend, 

That soon in every place shall dawn 
Hig kingdom without end. 
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Now first to souls who thus awake 
Seems earth a fatherland, 

A new and endless life they take 
With rapture from His hand. 


The fears of death and of the grave 
Are whelm’d beneath the sea, 

And every heart, now light and brave, 
May face the things to be. 


The way of darkness that He trod 
To heaven at last shall come, 
And he who hearkens to His word 
Shall reach His Father’s home. 


Now let the mourner grieve no more, 
Though his beloved sleep, 

A happier meeting shall restore 
Their light to eyes that weep. 


Now every heart each noble deed 
With new resolve may dare, 

A glorious harvest shall the seed 
In happier regions bear. 


He lives, His presence hath not ceased, 
Though foes and fears be rife; 

And thus we hail in Easter’s feast 
A world renew’d to life! 


Lyra GERMANICA, 








NOTES 


Nore 1, p. 11. 


Even Dr. Hodge of Princeton (“System. Theol.” iii. p. 
775), from whom the words quoted in the text are taken, 
declares that there “can be no doubt that it was so,” and 
that “otherwise there would have been no Resurrection.” 
In this Dr. Hodge expresses the general opinion of at least 
all the Presbyterian Churches. An elaborate discussion on 
the point, by Professor Robinson of New York, will be found 
in the “Bibliotheca Sacra” for May 1845, reprinted in 
“Kitto’s Journal of Sacred Literature” for July 1852, p. 341. 
He takes the same view as Dr. Hodge. 


Note 2, p. 11. 


Thus, when Mary Magdalene, standing weeping by the 
empty grave, turned suddenly round and saw Jesus beside 
her, but supposed Him to be the gardener (John xx. 15), 
her mistake in all probability arose as much from her eyes 
being blinded with her tears, and her mind preoccupied 
with her grief, as from any change in Him. When the two 
disciples on the way to Emmaus not only walked but con- 
versed with Him for a considerable space of time, we are 
expressly told that “their eyes were holden that they should 
not know Him” (Luke xxiv. 16); and that language leads 
directly to the inference that, had their eyes not been holden, 
they would have known Him. Once more, if the seven dis- 
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ciples fishing on the Sea of Galilee did not at once recognise 
Jesus on the shore, the words of the Evangelist, “when 
morning was now coming” (John xxi. 4), almost force on us 
the conclusion that daylight had not yet broken, and that, 
in that Eastern land, there would be no small amount of 
darkness in the sky. 


Nore 3, p. 11.—Comp. Note 6. 
Note 4, p. 11. 


The “honeycomb” mentioned in the Authorised Version 
has no place in the best-attested reading of the original. 
We may here take the opportunity of remarking that the 
difficulty occasioned by this text to the view of our Lord’s 
resurrection-body advocated in these Lectures is at least a 
solitary one. Acts x. 41 may indeed seem, at first sight, to 
imply the contrary; but, whether or not we adopt the idea 
of Bengel that all the words from ob zayri to atr@ are 
parenthetical, it is most probable that the last clause of 
verse 41, “after He rose from the dead,” is to be connected 
with the clause “gave Him to be made manifest” of verse 
40. Certainly there is no instance recorded in the Gospel 
of our Lord’s eating and drinking with His disciples after 
His Resurrection. At Emmaus (Luke xxiv. 30, 31) such 
an idea is rather expressly excluded by the language of the 
Evangelist. At John xxi. 13 we read only, “Jesus cometh 
and taketh the bread, and giveth them, and the fish likewise”: 
it is not said that Jesus Himself ate. At Luke xxiv. 43 
there is no common eating, “He took it and did eat before 
them.” Comp. Kriiger (“Die Auferst. d. H.,” p. 30, note) 
who, however, attaches undue importance to our Lord’s own 
words in Luke xxii. 18. The language there is too figurative 
to be relied on for the determination of a fact; and it is 
possible that, according to our Lord’s meaning, the Kingdom 
of God came with His Resurrection. The view of Luke 
xxiv. 43 usually taken by commentators, both ancient and 
modern, is that the eating was designed as a proof by our 
Lord that His form was no phantom of the imagination (see 
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Plumptre, Wordsworth, Denton, Gloag, etc., on Acts x. 41). 
This, however, does not even touch the difficulty of the verse. 
It seems better to say that I neither know nor can offer any 
satisfactory solution of this act of our Lord’s eating, than to 
profess acceptance of solutions which only evade the difficulty. 


Nore 5, p. 13. 


For a fuller description of the remarkable incidents re- 
corded in John xx. 19, 26, I may be allowed to refer to the 
Commentary on St. John’s Gospel by Milligan and Moulton, 
in the Commentary on the New Testament edited by Pro- 
fessor Schaff. In addition to what is there said, it may 
only be remarked that Calvin has rightly styled all the 
remarks that had been made in his day, and that have been 
repeated by so many down to the present hour, as to our 
Lord’s entering the room through the pores of the wood of 
the closed doors, pueriles argutie. Such a thought, obvi- 
ously, never entered the Evangelist’s mind. At the same 
time, Calvin’s own explanation, though adopted by Beyschlag 
(“Die Auferstehung Christi,” p. 24), that. the doors opened 
of their own accord, is equally untenable. Not less to be at 
once rejected is the idea that Jesus knocked at the door of 
the room and was admitted in the usual way; or that adopted 
by Michaelis (“On the Burial and Resurrection of Jesus 
Christ,” p. 255, Translation), that Jesus Himself opened 
the doors miraculously without noise, and entered the room 
unperceived, the minds of the disciples being too much pre- 
occupied to notice Him. 


Nore 6, p. 13. 


The words used by our Lord when He says, “A spirit 
hath not flesh and bones as ye see me have,” are undoubtedly 
attended with great difficulty. It may be well to make a 
few observations upon them in a note. One thing is clear, 
that “flesh and bones” is not synonymous with “flesh and 
blood.” The latter expression, either in the form “flesh and 
blood,” or in the form “blood and flesh,” occurs frequently 
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in the New Testament (Matt. xvi. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 50; Gal. 
i. 16; Heb. ii. 14; Eph. vi. 12); the former is found only 
once, for in Eph. v. 30 the words “of his flesh and of his 
bones” ought to be omitted: from the text. In these cir- 
cumstances no careful interpreter will doubt for a moment 
that “flesh and bones” are here deliberately spoken of by 
our Lord, and that they express a different idea from that 
conveyed by “flesh and blood.” The late Dr. Candlish, in 
his “Life in a Risen Saviour” (Discourse XV.), has argued, 
with no small measure of acuteness, that, while “flesh and 
blood” denotes community in the lower animal life, “flesh 
and bones” denotes community, kinship, close personal union, 
and relationship,—the analogy of a kinship like that of Gen. 
ii. 23, and illustrated by such passages as Genesis xxix. 14; 
Judges ix. 2; 2 Samuel v. 1, xix. 12, 13. If this explana- 
tion be accepted, it is obvious that our Lord, by the words 
which He here used, intended to express two things,— 
(1) That His state was not the same as that of His disciples, 
or as it had been before; (2) that He was yet one with them 
—their human companion and friend. It was necessary to 
express the latter point in some way, for the disciples had 
imagined that He was a mere formless spirit (verse 37), 
what we should call a ghost. But to have said that He was 
“flesh and blood” would have misled them into the idea 
that He was exactly what He had been. He therefore says 
that He has “flesh and bones,” in proof that, while He had 
undergone a change, that change still left Him truly human. 
The conclusion often drawn from the words, when compared 
with 1 Cor. xv. 50, that the Lord’s resurrection-body was 
bloodless, seems somewhat precarious, unless we are careful 
to explain that our only meaning is that the blood was not 
in the same condition as that in which it had previously 
been. There seems no reason for saying that the blood 
might not be glorified in the same way as the more solid 
portions of the earthly body. 


Nore 7, p. 14. 


John xx. 17.—The difficulty occasioned by the compari- 
son of these words with those of John xx. 27 will at once 
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disappear, if it be observed that the expression used in 
‘the original does not indicate a momentary touch, but is 
equivalent to “Handle me not,” “Cling not to me.” It is 
addressed to a state of mind wholly different from that of 
Thomas, and is intended to point out to Mary that the old 
relations between her Lord and her were changed. She may 
no longer cling to Him with the grasp of earthly friendship 
and love, as if she could apprehend Him by the senses. The 
Telation between them must henceforward be entirely spiritual. 
Had Thomas attempted thus to “touch” Jesus after he had 
uttered his confession “My Lord and my God,” he too would 
have been addressed in the same way. In conformity with 
this, it ought to be particularly observed that the message 
committed to Mary has reference not merely to our Lord’s 
Resurrection, but to His resurrection-state,—a state which 
was not the same as it had been, and which could not be 
known by the disciples until they received the truth that 
He was in the condition of One “ascending to the Father.” 
Then they may all touch Him, cling to Him; but not till 
then. 


Nore 8, p. 15. 


It is probable that this idea is very commonly entertained. 
It was that of the late Dr. Wardlaw (“System. Theology,” 
ii. p. 620); of the late Dr. Hodge of Princeton, who, 
allowing that there was some change at the Resurrection, 
and making no mention of development during the forty days, 
says distinctly that it was at the end of these days that 
the body of our Lord “passed into its glorified state” 
(“System. Theology,” ii. p. 628). See also Dr. Robinson 
in “Journal of Sacred Lit.,” July 1852, p. 352. Comp. for 
the view taken in the text Westcott, “The Revelation of 
the Risen Lord,” pp. 7-10. 


Nore 9, p. 15. 


John xx. 6,'7.—It seems probable that the circumstances 
thus noted by the Evangelist are designed to do more than 
to give “proof of a thoroughly tranquil occurrence in contrast 
to a tumultuous ravishment” (Lange in loc.). They indicate 
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also that the Risen Lord had left behind Him, when He 
rose, the last traces of His connexion with this mortal 
scene. 


Nore 10, p. 16. 


Among the number of eminent theologians who have 
held this view the following may be mentioned:—Julius 
Miiller, “Die Lehre von der Siinde,” ii. p. 396; Schmid, 
“Die Bibl. Theol.” i. p. 118; Martensen, “Dogmatik,” p. 
364; Beyschlag, “Die Auferstehung Christi,” p. 26; 
Pressensé, “Jesus Christ,” p. 545; Godet on Luke xxiv. 28 
and elsewhere. Meyer, on Luke xxiv. 51, holds that the 
body of our Lord was not yet glorified, but in an intermediate 
condition between its earthly and its glorified state. 

On the other hand, Hofmann (“Schriftbeweis,”’ vol. ii. p. 
523) denies the gradual transfiguration of Jesus. Compare 
also Kriiger, “Die Auf. d. H.,” pp. 22-37; and Weiss’ remarks 
on Luke xxiv. in his edition of Meyer on Mark and Luke. 
Compare also Weiss’ “Leben Jesu,” p. 606. 


Nore 11, p. 17. 


On the force of the word “manifested,” in John xxi., 
compare the Commentary above referred to on the Gospel 
of St. John, by Milligan and Moulton, and especially the 
comments on John xxi. 1, 14. It is peculiarly important to 
observe that the word means much more than that Jesus 
made Himself known or displayed Himself to His disciples. 
Nor is it possible to avoid observing that it is the purpose 
of the Evangelist to draw a marked contrast between the 
appearance to Mary Magdalene and the three “manifesta- 
tions” following it. The contrast may seem even to 
justify the conclusion that between the appearance to the 
Magdalene and the next following manifestation, Jesus had 
already ascended to His Father, and that out of the glory 
there surrounding Him He subsequently manifested Himself. 
If this be the case, we shall also be better able to explain 
the dvagatvyw of chap. xx. 17, both in itself, and in its 
vontrast with the dvaBé8nxa of the earlier part of the same 
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verse. It ought to be hardly necessary to say that the 
notion of a return of Jesus to His Heavenly Father immedi- 
ately after His Resurrection is by no means inconsistent 
with the Church doctrine of His Ascension at the end of 
the forty days. The full meaning of this last great act, the 
solemn investiture of our Lord with the offices fulfilled by 
Him in heaven, may still belong to it; but that meaning 
cannot be discussed here. 


Nore 12, p. 19. 


1 Cor. xv. 44.—It will hardly be denied that the trans- 
lation given is the true translation of the text. With the 
rendering of the English version, whether Authorised or 
Revised, there is nothing for the “it” to refer to. The 
only subject capable of supplying a nominative to the verb 
is the 7 dvdoracis tay vexpov of ver. 42, which cannot be 
said to be sown in “corruption” or “weakness.” The im- 
portance of marking the correct translation may be seen 
in the argument drawn from the passage, among others, by 
Hodge (“Systematic Theology,” iii. p. 775), that “it is the 
same body that rises.” The real argument of the Apostle is 
that, at the Resurrection, the body which rises, if in one 
sense, because our body, the same, is, in another and most 
important sense, a different body. Were it not different, we 
should have to suppose that the same change will take place 
on it after its resurrection, as that described by the Apostle 
in 1 Cor. xv. 52, and there confined by him to those who 
have not “fallen asleep.” A double change would await 
believers who have died,—a resurrection to their old con- 
dition, and then a change to a new condition. Scripture 
knows nothing of this double change. 


Nore 13, p. 21. 


Compare Carpenter’s “Mental Physiology,” especially 
chap. xix. Dr. Carpenter finds nothing improbable in the 
remarkable, and at first sight almost incredible, case of 
Louise Lateau. For an interesting account of this case see 


‘“Macmillan’s Magazine” for April 1871. 
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Nore 14, p. 23. 


It is not denied in the remarks made in the text, that 
there ig a vast: difference between the glory of Sonship as it 
belongs to Jesus before His death and after His Resurrection. 
In both cages, indeed, the Sonship is itself the same, and its 
glory is essentially the same; but in the one state it is 
hidden from the eye. None but the few who are one with 
their Lord can see it. The world scorns it. In the other 
ease the world, even though not submissive, is compelled to 
own it. The bringing out of this glory of Sonship is the 
point of the word “glorify,” and we cannot too completely 
dismiss from our minds the impression that outward light 
or brightness is necessarily implied. Even Keim can think 
only of a “dazzling disclosure” of the Lord (“des. von Naz.,” 
Translation, vi. p. 290). 


Nore 15, p. 24. 


In connexion with the important subject thus alluded 
to, it is the aim of this Note to submit to students of the 
New Testament a brief examination of several difficult texts, 
which seem to show that the condition of our Lord after His 
Resurrection was viewed by the sacred writers as essentially 
a state of mvetua. Not indeed that our Lord had then no 
body, for it is the constant lesson of Scripture that a body 
was possessed by Him; but that the deepest, the funda- 
mental characteristic of His state, interpenetrating even the 
body, and moulding it into a complete adaptation to and 
harmony with His spirit, was mvedyua. In other words, it 
is proposed to inquire whether the word mvedua in the New 
Cestament is not used as a short description of what our 
Lord was after His Resurrection, in contrast with what He 
was during the days of His humiliation upon earth. Such 
a supposition, it appears to us, will be found to afford a 
satisfactory explanation of statements to which it is other- 
wise difficult to attach a clear meaning. One caution only 
it may be well to interpose at the very outset. We do not 
for a moment mean to deny that in our Lord, even during 
His sojourn upon earth, there was the very same condition 
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‘and state of highest life, of spirit, which there was after 
He rose from the dead. Nay, further, we should even be 
disposed to urge that this state of spirit-existence, or spirit- 
life in Himself, continued even in the very article of death, 
rendering it impossible that His body should see corruption. 
But previous to His: resurrection-state this spirit-existence 
was so fettered by the limitations of the odpt, that it could 
not be spoken of as the absolutely ruling element in His 
being, as the one and complete master of the field. At His 
Resurrection these limitations were broken through; and 
hence, in a sense peculiar to itself, our Lord’s state after 
that event may be described as wvedua. The question is, Is 
this description of it actually given in the New Testament? 
Or are there passages in which, by so understanding the word 
avedua, when applied to our Lord, we are able to throw light 
on what is otherwise dark? We must indicate what we mean 
by brief hints, having no space to attempt a full discussion. 

1 Cor. vi. 17.—“He that is joined unto the Lord is one 
spirit.” There can be no doubt that by “the Lord” in this 
text we are to understand the Risen Lord, for the Apostle 
himself distinctly tells us that it is of the Risen Lord that 
he speaks, “And God both raised the Lord, and will raise up 
‘us through his power” (ver. 14). The argument is, he that 
is joined to a harlot is one flesh with her,—is lowering the 
members of his body to union with a person acknowledged 
even in Corinth to be sinful and degraded; but he that is 
joined to the Risen Lord is one spirit, i.e. is one spirit with 
Him. The argument, therefore, proceeds on the supposition 
that the Risen Lord is essentially and characteristically 
spirit—that “spirit” is a correct description of His present 
condition or state. It is the ruling element in His heavenly 
existence: His resurrection-state is mvedya. 

2 Cor. iii. 17, 18.—“Now the Lord is the Spirit: and 
where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty. But we 
all, with unveiled face reflecting as a mirror the glory of the 
Lord, are transformed into the same image from glory to 
glory, even as from the Lord the Spirit.” There is however, 
no article before the last-mentioned, although there is before 
the first-mentioned, “Spirit”; and it may be questioned, 
therefore, whether the closing words of ver. 18 ought not 
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to be translated “from the Lord, who is spirit.” Apart 
from the general usage of the Apostle, it will hardly be 
denied that the whole context and argument of the chapter 
compel us to understand by the words “the Lord” the 
Risen Lord. It is “the glory of the Lord” in His heavenly 
condition that we behold, as Moses beheld the glory of God 
upon the mount; and, as we behold it, gazing upon it with 
ever-increasing love and fervour, we are enabled to reflect it 
better, until we are transformed into the same image from 
glory to glory. Here then the Risen Lord is expressly 
described a8 ayvedua, not as the personal Holy Spirit, but as 
Himself in that condition of spirit by which he is enabled 
to shine upon us “all” with His glory, and to transform us 
into a likeness with Himself. ; 

1 Tim. iii, 16—‘And, without controversy, great is the 
mystery of godliness: He who was manifested in flesh, 
justified in spirit.” We forbear from any attempt to discuss 
the different modes in which commentators have proposed to 
arrange the six clauses of this verse expressive of the “mystery 
of godliness.” It is enough to say that it seems best to 
take them in three groups of two each, the two members of 
each group being successive to each other both in time and 
thought; and each of the two last groups being equally 
successive both in time and thought to the statement or 
statements by which it is preceded. In the first group we 
shall thus find Christ, as He is in Himself, described in two 
particulars; in the second, Christ now considered as being 
what He has been shown to be, proclaimed to angels and 
men ; in the third, Christ, now thought of as thus proclaimed, 
acknowledged and owned by the earthly and the heavenly 
worlds. The contrast between the two particulars of the 
first group will not then lie, as is often supposed, between the 
lowliness of our Lord’s human life and that power of spirit- 
ual life which He exhibited in the midst of it, but between 
His state of humiliation here when He was manifested in 
flesh, and His state of exaltation now when He has been 
“justified in spirit,” when He has been gloriously vindicated 
before the universe by His Father in heaven through His 
Resurrection from the grave (comp. John xvi. 10). The 
word mvedya, therefore, here again expresses the uncontrolled 
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dominion of that spirit which our Lord indeed possessed 
even on earth, though then in a manner limited by other 
conditions of His earthly existence, but which, after His 
Resurrection, was wholly free. In other words, rvedya is a 
short expression for our Lord’s resurrection-state. This view 
is confirmed by one or two considerations which it may be 
well to notice. 1. The use of the word &¢6n in the first 
particular of the second group. That word cannot refer to 
those occasions on which angels ministered to our Lord 
during His earthly life. It cannot be said that He then 
“appeared” to them: they came to Him. On the other 
hand, the word is continually used in the New Testament of 
our Lord’s appearances after His Resurrection. 2. The 
connexion between our Lord’s resurrection-state and the 
universality of His mission. This universality is the point 
of the second member of the second group, “preached 
among Gentiles” (for, if among them, then among all); and 
it is important to remember, what we shall have further 
occasion to dwell upon in these Lectures, that, according to 
the teaching of the sacred writers, it was the Resurrection 
of our Lord which opened up to Him this new and unbounded 
field of labour. 3. Who, we may ask, was thus preached to 
Gentiles? Surely Christ as risen, and not simply as He 
lived on earth. We expect, therefore, in a short summary 
of doctrine such as this, some allusion to the Resurrection, 
and we have it in the mention of zvedya. 

It may be objected that the last clause of the third group 
is opposed to the principle of interpretation upon which we 
have proceeded. Did that clause simply refer to the fact of 
the Ascension, the objection might have force. But to give 
the words such a reference alone is incompatible with any 
interpretation whatever that can be applied to the verse as 
a whole. In no way can the five points mentioned before 
the last be made to precede the instant of time at which the 
Ascension took place. We must regard the words as a kind 
‘of constructio pregnans. Christ “believed on in the world” 
evidently implies continued faith in Him, the world’s being 
brought to rest on Him in faith. So Christ “received up in 
glory” implies the continued glory of His resurrection-state. 
He was “in glory’ when He ascended; He ascended “in 
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glory”; in the same “glory” He continues for ever. The 
words are an abbreviated form of Ephesians i. 20-23; and 
thus they constitute most appropriately the culminating point 
of that “mystery of godliness” of which Christ is both the 
beginning and the end. Looked at in this light, the last 
clause of the verse leaves ample scope for that succession 
both in time and thought of which we have spoken. 

Rom. i. 3, 4.—“Concerning His Son, who was born of 
(out of) the seed of David, according to the flesh; who was 
established as the Son of God in power, according to the 
spirit of holiness, out of the resurrection of the dead,—even 
Jesus Christ our Lord.” It will be at once admitted by 
every one that the Apostle deals here with the Risen Lord. 
His allusion to the “resurrection of the dead” proves it, to 
say nothing of the fact that the connexion between verses 4 
and 5 renders such a view absolutely necessary. It is through 
the Risen Lord that the limitation of the Messianic kingdom 
to the Jewish people is brought to a close, and that the Mission 
of Christ, and of His Apostles in Him, assumes its universality. 

Of the numerous attempts to discover the relation in which 
the different clauses of this passage stand to one another, 
or of the interpretations of these clauses which have been 
given by others, we say nothing. It seems clear that we 
have before us two contrasted aspects of One Person, God’s 
Son; the first point of the first side of the contrast being 
His birth into this world; the last point of the second side 
of the contrast being that state of resurrection-glory from, 
which (ver. 5) He commissions St. Paul to be the Apostle 
of the Gentiles. Between these two points the contrasts lie, 
and the particulars of them are so many as to make it 
reasonable to think that each will be carefully set over against 
another corresponding to it. These particulars are— 


“His Son” 
os 
“Born, “Bstablished,? 
Son of God in weakness (im- Son of God in Power, 
plied in yevopevov), Out of the resurrection of the 
Out of the seed of David, dead (third clause in original), 
According to the flesh.” According to the spirit of 
holiness” (second clause in 
original). 


+The rendering of the original word here used by “declared” is 
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The fact that the “resurrection of the dead” holds the 
last place in St. Paul’s enumeration of the terms of his 
second series, while, strictly speaking, it corresponds to the 
second term of the first series, is easily explained. It was of 
importance to bring the Resurrection of Jesus into the closest 
possible connexion with the Gentile mission. If, as will 
not be denied, “born” is in contrast with “established”; 
“according to the flesh” in contrast with “according to the 
spirit of holiness” (as shown by the double xardé); and the 
thought of “the Son of God in weakness”? in contrast with 
that of “the Son of God in power,” there remains nothing 
for “out of the seed of David” to be in contrast with, ex- 
cept “out of the resurrection of the dead.” The use of 
the same preposition in the two last-quoted clauses confirms 
this view. The one clause marks the source, earthly and 
limited, out of which the Son of God sprang when He 
assumed humanity; the other the source, heavenly and un- 
limited, out of which He sprang when He entered on the 
glorious condition in which He is “the Son of God in power.” 
These things being so, it will follow that the words “accord- 
ing to the flesh” describe our Lord’s earthly state, that the 
words “according to the spirit of holiness” describe His 
state after He rose from the grave. All through His earthly 
life Jesus was Son of God, but not “Son of God in power,” 


extremely insufficient. In addition to the fact that the proper 
meaning of opigw is to constitute, to fix by decree (which is some- 
thing very different from declaring), we urge only that ‘‘declared’”’ 
supplies no proper contrast to “‘born.” An act is referred to in the 
one case; we look for an act in the other. 

1Jhe danger of misinterpreting the passage before us, if we do 
not supply the whole cause now spoken of, is illustrated in the 
ease of Godet, who (Comm. in loc.) maintains that Jesus at His 
Incarnation renounced the position of Son of God, recovering it 
only at His Resurrection. ‘Jesus was restored,” he says, “and 
restored wholly,—that is to say, with His human nature,—to the 
position of Son of God, which He had renounced on becoming in- 
carnate.” Godet has failed to observe that the words “His Son” 
belong to all the terms of both series of contrasts. The difference, 
as regarded Sonship, between the two states of Jesus was, that in 
the first, though still Son of God, He was so “in weakness,” that 
in the second He was so “in power.” It ought not to be necessary 
to prove that the word yevouévov, the same as that used in John i, 
14, in implying transition, change, implies change to weakness, 
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—His power being checked by the restraints to which He 
had voluntarily submitted; only after His Resurrection did 
He resume the fulness of that power of which He had once 
“emptied” Himself. All through His earthly life His 
spirit was limited because His state was one “according to 
the flesh”; only after His Resurrection was His spirit un- 
fettered, because His state was one “according to the spirit.” 
The apprehension of what has been said will be rendered 
easier if we observe that no article is used with either “flesh” 
or “spirit,” and if, therefore, for the. moment we translate, 
in unidiomatic English, “according to flesh” “according to 
spirit.” The latter expression thus denotes neither the per- 
sonal Holy Spirit, nor the sacred human spirit of Christ, nor 
His Deity regarded as spirit. It denotes His resurrection- 
state as contrasted with His state of humiliation upon earth. 
Let us look at the passage in this light, and it assumes in 
its well-balanced clauses a meaning that is both clear and 
in harmony with the whole range of New Testament teach- 
ing upon the truths expressed in it. There is a difficulty, 
no doubt, connected with the use of the word dywovvps. 
Why is it added? and why does not the Apostle content 
himself with simply saying “according to spirit’? The 
answer may. depend upon the real meaning of Gywodtrn. 
That word occurs three times in the LXX., in two of which 
(Ps, exly. 5, and xevii. 12, A, V.) it is applied to the glorious 
holiness of God, in the third (Ps. xcvi..6) to the holiness of 
His Sanctuary. In the New Testament it is found only 
twice in addition to the passage before us: In one“ of ‘these 
(1 Thess. iii. 13) it is to be connected closely with “at the 
coming of our Lord Jesus with all His saints,” and it points 
therefore to the holiness of the perfected kingdom .of God. 
In the other (2 Cor, vii. 1) it--is connected . with a. verb 
(“perfecting”) which in the original (émcredetv) does not so 
much describe the process of improvement as the bringing im- 
provement to its perfect end,—ad finem perducere (Grimm). 
The word dywotvy)/ thus expresses not the progressive 
sanctification of earth, but the fully and. gloriously. accom- 
plished holiness: of heaven, the holiness of God and of: His 
heavenly abode. It is, accordingly, quite in ‘place “here. 
The idea of the post-resurrection glory of Jesus might have 
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been expressed without it by the simple phrase “according 
to spirit”; but the addition of the words “of holiness” 
magnifies the thought, and brings out more fully the Divine 
and glorious elements which characterised the condition of 
the Risen Lord. 

1 Peter iii. 18—“Being put to death in flesh, but quick- 
ened in spirit.” These words appear to confirm what has 
been said. How much of the doctrine of the Descensus ad 
inferos they include in them we shall not inquire. A dis- 
cussion upon that point would be attended with great 
difficulties and, as unnecessary, would be here out of place. 
We urge only that “flesh” and “spirit” in the verse before 
us cannot mean “body” and “soul,” as if the Apostle’s 
object were to tell us in the first clause that Christ was put 
to death in the body, in the second that, notwithstanding 
this, He lived on in the goul. It is our Lord’s mortal life 
as a whole that is thought of under “flesh,” the life in which 
He endured those sufferings on our behalf which at length 
culminated on the cross of Calvary. The proper contrast to 
this is not any disembodied life between His death and His 
Resurrection, but is that quickened life upon which He 
entered in all probability at the moment when His mortal 
life ended, and which was manifested to believers at His 
Resurrection. The mere surviving of our Lord’s soul in 
death was not the reward bestowed upon Him by the Father, 
but the glory of a new state which then began, and which 
wag afterwards exhibited, first in the Resurrection and 
then in the Ascension. The only true contrast to our Lord’s 
life in “flesh” is the life which followed it, which He leads 
now, and which He shall lead throughout eternity. Whether, 
therefore, we think of a Descensus ad inferos, and of a 
work of preaching connected with it, or of some other way 
in which the interval between death and the Resurrection 
was employed, or of both, it seems clear that by the 
words {womronfels d¢ mvevpare we must understand a new 
stage of life and glory, which, in the case of Jesus, fol- 
lowed the close of His Passion. What has been said 
will be made still clearer if we observe that the word 
“quickened” in ver. 18 must express more than mere sur- 
vival, and must point to the beginning of a new life; so 
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that, as “flesh” denotes the earthly state, the humiliation, 
the weakness of Jesus, so in the same verse “spirit” denotes 
His exalted state, the main element of that strength and 
glory which He “had with the Father before the world 
was,” and which is again His at the Father’s right hand in 
heaven. 

Heb. ix. 14.—“How much more shall the blood of Christ, 
who, through eternal spirit, offered Himself without blemish, 
unto God, cleanse your conscience from dead works to serve 
the living God?” This verse must be taken in connexion 
with verse 12, of which, as appears by the “for” of verse 
13, it is explicative, “nor yet through the blood of goats 
and calves, but through His own blood, Christ (verse 11) 
entered in once for all into the holy place, having obtained 
eternal redemption.” The words are not so directly to our 
purpose as those of the texts already considered, but they 
have a certain bearing on it. In the first place, it is neces- 
sary to observe that the aorist participle of verse 12 “having 
obtained” is contemporaneous with, not precedent in time 
to, “entered” of the same verse (see Delitzsch in loc. and on 
Heb. ii. 10), so that the “offered” of verse 14 must be 
referred to the same period of Christ’s work. If so, it will 
follow, in the second place, that the offering thus spoken of 
is not so much Christ’s oblation of Himself upon the cross, 
as His offering of Himself in heaven. This, though denied 
by many eminent commentators, is allowed by Bleek (in 
loc.), and seems to be admitted, at least in part, by Dr. 
Moulton, who says, “He who was typified in every high 
priest and in every victim, ‘through an eternal spirit,’ of 
Himself laid down His life (John x. 18), offering Himself to 
God in the moment and article of death,—offered Himself 
in His constant presence in the holiest place” (verse 24). 
(See Moulton im loc. in the “Commentary on the New 
Testament,” edited by Bishop Ellicott.) If then it be so, 
we can now mark the course of thought in the writer’s mind. 
It appears to be as follows:—Christ has obtained eternal 
redemption, so that, purged from dead works, we can serve 
the living God. But He can obtain nothing for us which 
He has not; Himself, for all our blessings are summed up 
in Him. He, therefore, must not only be in that state of 
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“spirit,” in which alone it is possible to serve God fully, but 
in that state of spirit which is “eternal,” at once without 
limitation and without end. It is through His being so that 
He is able to complete our redemption. Therefore may it 
be said that, “through eternal spirit,’ He offered Himself to 
God when He entered into the holiest place. “Eternal 
spirit” is not therefore the Divine inward being of Christ, 
se called here because “absolute, Divine, and purely self- 
determined” (Delitzsch), and in which Christ offered Him- 
self to death; it is rather the state of unlimited, absolute, 
Divine spirit in which He presented Himself to His Father 
when He entered within the veil+ Even Delitzsch, who 
contends strongly for the view commonly received, is com- 
pelled, apparently without noticing the effect upon his gen- 
eral argument, to interpose a clause in his explanation of 
the words “eternal spirit,’ which coincides with all that 
we need contend for. “By dd mv. alwy.,” he says, “I under- 
stand the whole Divine human, but more particularly the 
Divine inward being of Christ, that Divine personality which, 
at the Resurrection, interpenetrated, and, as it were, absorbed, 
the cdpt, so that He is now altogether mvedua.” 

The passages now considered appear thus to find their 
best explanation if we understand the veya spoken of in 
them to be a short description of that mode of existence 
upon which our Lord entered after His Resurrection. On 
earth His state could not be so described—“The word became 
flesh” (John i. 14). He was then subject to all the limita- 
tions and weaknesses of the flesh. The mvedya was, no 
doubt, the foundation of His Being even then, but in His 
great act of self-denial and self-sacrifice, He had taken into 
union with it our “flesh,” That flesh He had to inter- 
penetrate and to transfigure by its power, completing the 
work of doing so at His Resurrection. He then entered on 
the full condition of mvejya in which He had existed before 
all time, but with this change, that transfigured human 
nature was now a part of His Being or mode of existence. 


1It seems not improbable that the preposition dd in Heb. ix. 14 
is employed in the sense explained and illustrated by Winer when 
he says, “More loosely used, this preposition denotes that with 
which some one is furnished, the circumstances and relations amid 
which he does something” (Moulton’s Winer, p. 474). 
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And thus it is that He effects our redemption from the 
power of the odpt. By that faith which is communion 
with Him we are made partakers of His mvetdya, and are 
thus gradually raised more and more above the limitations 
and sufferings of our natural condition. The work in us 
however, is not completed here. The “Spirit” of Christ 
has first to take full possession of our spirits, and then, at 
the resurrection, to effect that work upon our bodies which 
was effected on Christ’s body at His Resurrection. “But 
if the spirit of Him that raised up Jesus from the dead - 
dwelleth in you, He that raised up Christ Jesus from the 
dead shall quicken also your mortal bodies, because of His 
spirit that dwelleth in you” (Rom. viii, 11). 

An element of confusion is introduced into all our thoughts 
upon this subject by the ambiguity of such words as “spirit” 
and “spiritual.” We are apt to think of them as anti- 
thetical to “body” and “bodily.” How far this is from the 
view of the New Testament the single passage, 1 Cor. xv. 
44, is sufficient to prove. The antithesis of Scripture is 
not that of the spiritual and the bodily, but that of the 
spiritual and the carnal. 


Note 16, p. 26. 


May the suggestion be offered, that the Evangelist John 
seems to have looked at what we would call miraculous acts 
on the part of our Lord in the light in which they are 
presented in the text? Students of his Gospel must be 
struck with the fact that the miracle of the walking on the 
sea, in chap. vi. 15-21, appears to occupy a position wholly 
peculiar to itself among the miracles of the fourth Gospel. 
It is not called a “sign”; it has no discourse connected 
with it; there is nothing in the narrative to suggest that it 
was intended symbolically to teach some deeper truth. 
Besides which, it gives us one more miracle than the sacred 
number seven, which the peculiar structure of that Gospel 
would lead us to expect. How is all this to be explained? 
The answer seems to be that St. John would not have 
spoken of it as a miracle. In his eyes it was only a part of 
the natural working of Him who was quite as much above 
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as within those laws which regulate the lives and acts of 
ordinary men. 


Nore 17, p. 28. 


The use of the word “man” in John xvi. 21 possesses 
in this point of view a peculiar interest. Our Lord is 
alluding to the joy which His disciples should experience 
when they should “see Him again.” It would be like the 
joy of a mother when he is told that she is safely delivered 
of a son. But our Lord does not use either the word son 
or child. He uses the word “man,”’—“for joy that a man 
is born into the world.” It can hardly be doubted that the 
reference is to the Resurrection of Jesus, when, not after a 
slow growth, but instantaneously, in the full glory of that 
Resurrection in which He lives His new life and upon which 
His Church for ever rests, He should be born into the 
world. 


Nore 18, p. 29. 


Two ‘small books in the “Nature Series,” entitled “Trans- 
formations of Insects,” and “What is a Frog?” may be re- 
ferred to for highly interesting illustrations of what has been 
said. They are easily accessible to all. 


Nore 19, p. 31. 


“The Roman world might live in the fear -that the 
terrible Nero was yet to return to vex and disturb it. 
Medieval Germany might believe that Barbarossa was 
asleep in his mountain cave, and would yet awake and come 
forth to restore the glories of the Empire, and the House of 
Hohenstaufen. Our own legends might tell how Arthur 
had sailed away to his island home of Avilion, whence, 
when happier days dawned, he would come to erect his table 
round, and open his chaste and chivalrous court. But all 
these rest on similar ideas, speak of the mythical imagination, 
as they speak to it. Death is in each case denied; the men 
can return because they have escaped death, and are only 
absent or asleep.”—Principal Fairbairn’s “Studies in the 


Life of Christ,” p. 345. 
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Norz 20, p. 40. 


Such is without doubt the true order of these clauses 
in the original. The clause “Am I not free?” stands first, 
and the two here quoted are brought into immediate con- 
tiguity and forcible connexion with each other. 


Nore 21, p. 43. 


Principal Barry (General Introd. to the Epistles of St. 
Paul’s First Captivity, in the Commentary on the New Testa- 
ment, edited by Bishop Ellicott) has some interesting remarks 
on the order of St. Paul’s preaching, which may be quoted 
to illustrate what has been said. Among other things he 
says, “It may be noted that as, when we dig through the 
strata of the earth, we uncover first what is latest, and 
come only at last to what is earliest in deposition, so in the 
realisation of Gospel truth the order of preaching is the 
reverse of the order of actual occurrence of the great facts of 
the Divine manifestation.” Principal, now Bishop, Barry 
has since brought out this point more fully in his “Manifold 
Witness to Christ,” Part i. chap. 79. 


Note 22, p. 43. 


Not that the term xépws may not be applied to our 
Lord in circumstances where the thought of His life on 
earth may seem to be prominent, as at John iv. 1, 1 Cor. 
ix. 5, etce., yet even then His higher, His Divine nature is 
in the writer’s mind. While He tabernacled here Jesus 
was Divine as well as human, and a term expressive of this 
is therefore with all propriety applied to Him during the 
time of His humiliation. But a careful consideration of the 
very numerous passages in which our Lord is spoken of as 
tps, will show that in the minds of the sacred writers it 
is especially as the Risen Lord, returned to the presence of 
His Father, and clothed with all authority and power, that 
He is so thought of. Comp. among many others that might 
be mentioned, Acts iv. 33; Rom. i. 4, iv. 24, viii. 34-39; 
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1 Cor. iv. 5, vi. 14, 17, ix. 1, xi. 23, xv. 47. By keeping 
this constantly in mind, instead of thinking of “the Lord” 
as applying mainly to what Jesus was on earth, it will be 
found that the spirituality and heavenliness of view which 
mark the New Testament are immeasurably heightened. 


Nore 23, p. 44. 


It is painful to find Keim, after saying on one page of 
his treatment of this question, “Paul wishes in pious 
earnestness to give the truth,” afterwards adding, in his 
anxiety to show that the appearance of the Risen Lord 
could only have been visionary and unaccompanied by any 
words, “But no one will fail to see that Paul would 
necessarily have made use of such words, when the Jewish 
Christians made it a special charge against him, that the 
Lord had not spoken with him, had held no intercourse 
with him (comp. 2 Cor. v. 13, xiii. 3; Clem. Hom. 17, 
19).” In other words, this man, so piously earnest to state 
truth alone, deliberately fabricates a falsehood in order to 
establish his Divine commission. It is just possible that 
Keim means to ascribe the words used in the Acts of the 
Apostles, not to St. Paul himself, but to the Editor of that 
book. His words in the original are, “Man wird am 
wenigsten unterschitzen, wie nothwendig Paulus von solchen 
Reden hitte Gebrauch machen miissen, wenn doch das 
Judenchristenthum ihm vorzugsweise vorwarf: der Herr 
hat nicht mit ihm geredet, hat nicht mit ihm Umgang 
gepflogen.”—“Jes. von Naz.,” iii. 542, note 1. I have adopted 
Ransom’s translation. 


Norte 24, p. 48. 


The most probable enumeration of the different ap- 
pearances of Christ, after His Resurrection, seems to be as 
follows :— 

(1.) To certain women, “the other Mary,” Salome 
Joanna, and others, as they returned from the sepulchre, 
after having seen the angel who told them that the crucified 
Saviour was risen. Of this appearance St. Matthew alone 
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gives us the account, chapter xxviii. 1-10; but some details 
of the company and of the visit, not given by St. Matthew, 
are to be found in St. Mark xvi. 1-8, and St. Luke xxiv. 1-11. 

(2.) To Mary Magdalene at the sepulchre, in all prob- 
ability upon her second visit to it that morning, and after 
she had run to tell Peter and John. “They have taken 
away the Lord out of the sepulchre, and we know not where 
they have laid Him.” This appearance is recorded at length 
by St. John alone, chapter xx. 11-18, although it is also 
alluded to in St. Mark xvi. 9-11. 

(3.) To the Apostle Peter, under circumstances of which 
we have no particular account. It must, however, have 
taken place on the day of the Resurrection, and before 
evening. It is alluded to by St. Luke,, xxiv. 34, and by 
St. Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 5. 

(4.) To the two disciples on the way to Emmaus. This 
appearance is spoken of in St. Mark, chapter xvi. 12, 13; 
but a full account of ‘it is given by St. Luke alone, chapter 
xxiv. 13-35. It took place, like the preceding, on the day 
of the Resurrection, but later in the day. 

(5.) To the ten Apostles (Thomas being absent) and 
others “with them” (Luke xxiv. 33), whose names are not 
given, when they were assembled together on the evening of 
the day of the Resurrection, and at their evening meal. Of 
this appearance we have an account in each of the Evan- 
gelists, except St. Matthew, whose place, however, is here 
taken by St. Paul (Mark xvi. 14-18; Luke xxiv. 36-40; 
John xx. 19-23; 1 Cor. xv. 5). 

(6.) To the eleven Apostles, Thomas now being one. of 
the company, when Jesus permits the latter to put his hand 
into the prints of the nails and of the spear, and draws from 
him the confession “My Lord and my God.” Of this ap- 
pearance St. John alone gives us the account, chapter xx. 
26-29. It took place also at Jerusalem, and most probably 
in the same apartment as the last. 

(7.) To several of the disciples, of whom four at least 
were certainly, the rest probably, Apostles, at the Sea of 
Galilee when they were fishing. Again St. John is the sole 
recorder of this appearance, chap. xxi. 1-23. 

(8.) To the Apostles and about five hundred brethren. at 
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once, upon an appointed mountain in Galilee. Of this ap- 
pearance we seem to have an account by St. Matthew, 
xxvili. 16-20. It is mentioned by St. Paul, 1 Cor. xv. 6. 

(9.) To James, under circumstances of which: we have 
no information. The fact is mentioned by St. Paul alone, 
1 Cor. xv. 7. 

(10.) To the Apostles at, Jerusalem, immediately before 
the Ascension, when they accompanied their Lord from the 
city to Mount Olivet, and: there beheld Him ascend to 
heaven, till a cloud received Him out of their sight. Of this 
appearance several particulars are furnished us by St. Mark, 
xvi. 19; and others by St. Luke, xxiv. 50-52; Acts i. 3-8. 

(11.) To the Apostle Paul on his way to Damascus. St. 
Paul claims this as a special manifestation to him of the 
Risen Saviour, Acts ix. 3-9, 17; 1 Cor. xv. 8, ix. 1. 


Nore 25, p. 54. 


Comp. Acts iv. 2, where the Authorised Version. unfor- 
tunately conveys an entirely false idea of the situation. 
They “came upon them,” we are told, “being sore troubled 
because they taught the people, and proclaimed” (not “through 
Jesus,” but) “in Jesus” (that is, in the person of Jesus) “the 
resurrection from the dead.” 


Nore 26, p. 55. 


J should certainly hesitate to refer seriously to such an 
objection, were it not that so much has been and is still 
made of it by the opponents of the Resurrection of our Lord. 
Comp. Strauss, “Das Leben Jesu, f. d. D. Volk,” p. 287; 
“Supernatural Religion,” iii..449, 524. Weiss, inchis “Leben 
Jesu,” p. 611, finds a remarkable confirmation of ‘the: gospel 
history in the fact that the tradition of the Church abstained 
from doing what, had it been false, lay so ready to its hand, 
depicting the Resurrection, and the victorious issuing of 
Jesus from the grave. : 


| Nore 27, p. 56.- 


_— edo ice a,-more rash or -unphilosophical\ conduct: of 
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the understanding than to reject the substance of a story, by 
reason of some diversity in the circumstances with which it 
is related. The usual character of human testimony is 
substantial truth under circumstantial variety. This is what 
the daily experience of courts of justice teaches. When 
accounts of a transaction come from the mouths of different 
witnesses, it is seldom that it is not possible to pick out 
apparent or real inconsistencies between them. These 
inconsistencies are studiously displayed by an adverse pleader, 
but oftentimes with little impression upon the minds of the 
judges. On the contrary, a close and minute agreement 
induces the suspicion of confederacy and fraud.”—Paley, 
“Evidences of Christianity,” Part iii. chap. 1. 


Nore 28, p. 59. 


“The men who were enabled to penetrate most deeply 
into the mysteries of the new revelation, and to apprehend 
with the most vigorous energy the change which it was 
destined to make in the world, seem to have placed little 
value upon the written witness to words and acts, which 
still, as it were, lived among them. ... But while every- 
thing shows that the Apostles made no conscious provision 
for the requirements of after times, in which the life of the 
Lord would be the subject of remote tradition, they were 
enabled to satisfy a want which they did not anticipate. .. . 
That which was in origin most casual became in effect most 
permanent by the presence of a Divine energy; and the 
most striking marvel in the scattered writings of the New 
Testament is the perfect fitness which they exhibit for ful- 
filling an office of which their authors appear themselves 
to have had no conception.”—Westcott, Introd. to the 
Gospels,” Sixth Edit., pp. 165-7. 


Nore 29, p. 61. 

The precise object which our Lord had in view in thus 
asking for something to eat has been mistaken by the com- 
mentators. It was not to give proof of the reality of His 
human body. This proof had been already given at verses 
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39, 40. A second demonstration upon the same point was 
unnecessary. The unbelief still resting in the minds of the 
disciples (verse 41) was not unbelief in the strict sense of 
the word; it was the unbelief of Mark ix. 24, which Jesus 
recognised as faith. The object of our Lord’s eating was to 
illustrate His fellowship and sympathy with His disciples. 
The expression used in the original seems to indicate this,— 
not “food” nor “meat,” but anything “that may be eaten,” 
the emphasis lying not on the idea of nourishment, but on 
the act of eating. 


Norte 30, p. 61. 


A comparison of the accounts of the Ascension in Luke 
xxiv. and Acts i. will confirm what has been said in the 
above note on the object of the third Evangelist in this part 
of his narrative. It is in the Gospel account only that he 
mentions that Jesus lifted up His hands and blessed the 
disciples, and that He parted from them while engaged in 
doing so. 


Nore 31, p. 62. 


The following are the words of Baur, “The Church 
History of the First Three Centuries,” i. p. 42:—‘The 
question as to the nature and the reality of the Resurrection 
lies outside the sphere of historical inquiry. History must 
be content with the simple fact that, in the faith of the 
disciples, the Resurrection of Jesus came to be regarded as @ 
solid and unquestionable fact. It was in this faith that 
Christianity acquired a firm basis for its historical develop- 
ment. What history requires as the necessary antecedent 
of all that is to follow, is not so much the fact of the Resur- 
rection of Jesus as the belief that it was a fact.” The view 
of Baur is fully adopted by Strauss (“Das Leben Jesu, f. d. 
D. Volk,” pp. 288, 289), although he feels that he cannot 
dispense with inquiry into the origin of the belief. 


Note 32, p. 65. 


See Strauss, “Das Leben Jesu, f. d. D. V.” p. 288. 
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Note 33, p. 66. 


An interesting example of this will be found in Acts 
xx. 7, where the sense is obscured by the translation of the 
A. V., “Paul preached unto them.” The true rendering is 
rather “discoursed with them,” and the compound verb in 
the original implies distinctly that the discoursing or the 
conversation was not all on one side. Comp. Grimm in his 
“Clavis N. T.” under the words diadad\éw and ad, He 
explains the preposition as denoting in compound words id 
quod alternatim vel utrinque fit. 


Note 34, p. 75. 


In connexion with this part of the subject of these 
Lectures, the writer may be allowed to commend to students 
a book which has been perhaps less read than the work of 
its able and conscientious author deserves, “The Resurrection 
of Jesus Christ,” by the late Robert Macpherson, D.D., 
Professor of Theology, Aberdeen. 


Note 35, p. 76. 


The theory was adopted by Paulus, and became the 
favourite explanation of all the Continental writers belonging 
to the school known as that of the Rationalismus Vulgaris. 
It is more remarkable that it should have been countenanced 
in later times by Hase (“Geschichte Jesu,” § 112). The 
latter writer is disposed to ascribe the Resurrection to the 
wonderfully healing or restorative powers which resided in 
Jesus, and which, as they had often been exerted on others, 
so now were exerted on Himself. 


Note 36, p. 77. 


No more is necessary upon this point than to quote the 
words of Strauss (“Das Leben Jesu,” wu. s., p. 298),—“It is 
impossible that one who had just come forth from the grave 
half dead, who crept about weak and ill, who stood in need 
of medical treatment, of bandaging, strengthening, and tender 
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care, and who at last succumbed to suffering, could ever 
have given to the disciples that impression that he was a 
conqueror over death and the grave,—that he was the 
Prince of life——which lay at the bottom of their future 
ministry. Such a resuscitation could only have weakened 
the impression which he had made upon them in life and in 
death,—or at the most could have given it an elegiac voice, 
—but could, by no possibility, have changed their sorrow 
into enthusiasm, or elevated their reverence into worship.” 


Nore 37, p. 85. 


Attention does not seem to have been sufficiently drawn 
to the fact that the words of Gal. i. 16, “that I might preach 
Him among the Gentiles,” really express the contents of the 
inner revelation to which St. Paul had just referred. The 
statement, too, that the giving of this inner revelation was 
subsequent to the outward manifestation of the Risen. Lord, 
ig in strict accordance with the narratives of St. Paul’s con- 
version in the Acts of the Apostles (chaps. ix. 15, xxii 15; 
in this last mark the “all men”). We shall also afterwards 
see how close is the connexion between the truth that the 
gospel is designed for “all men,” and the fact that Christ is 
the Risen Lord. This is precisely the order of thought in 
the passage before us, and it shows clearly that the inner 
revelation is not the manifestation itself, but something that 
followed it. Comp. Ephes. iii. 3, 4. 


Note 38, p. 88. 


It is at once to be admitted that the verb &6y, in 
1 Cor. xv. 6-8, is to be understood always in the same sense. 
What the manifestation spoken of in verse 8 was to St. Paul, 
it was to all the others mentioned in the 6th and 7th verses, 
and vice versd. It can hardly admit of dispute, however, 
that in their case a personal manifestation of the Risen Lord 
Himself, and not a mere appearance in a vision, is expressed. 
The constant use of the verb in the New Testament connects 
it with persons or things either seen or supposed to be seen 
in their reality, and not thought of as visionary appearances. 
In Acts xvi. 9, inceed, it is employed with reference to a 
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vision, but there the word “vision” is introduced by the 
writer along with it, so as to prevent what would have other- 
wise been the conclusion of the reader. The use of the word 
in 1 Tim. iii. 16 ig peculiarly instructive,—“appeared to 
angels.” Have angels visions? How Keim, in these cir- 
cumstances, can say “It is the same expression which Paul 
and the New Testament generally use for visions that have 
nothing else in common with the resurrection appearances 
of Jesus” (“Jes. von Naz.,” Translation, vi. p. 289), I am 
simply unable to conceive. It may be well to notice that the 
appearance to St. Paul, mentioned in 1 Cor. xv. 8, cannot be 
assigned to any period after his call to the apostleship. 
The article before éxtpdyart forbids any such supposition; 
compare Hofmann in loc. in his work “Die Heilige Schrift 
des Neuen Testaments.” The present may be a fitting oppor- 
tunity for observing that the value of the evidence contained 
in 1 Cor. xv. 6-8 is not in the least degree affected, although 
we may not be able to discover the principle upon which St. 
Paul makes his selection of witnesses there mentioned. We 
know that a Jew did not write history upon exactly the 
same principles as a modern historian, and that he was often 
guided in his selection of particulars by some idea dominating 
his mind at the moment. The genealogy of our Lord, as 
given in Matt. i., affords a striking example of this. Thus, 
in the present instance, it is perfectly evident that the list 
of witnesses is given neither upon chronological grounds, nor 
because of any superior importance due to these appearances, 
as appearances, above those with which others were favoured. 
The mention of “all the apostles” in verse 7, after that of 
“the twelve” in verse 5, is conclusive upon this point. 
Perhaps, following out a hint of Luthardt, in his note on 
John xxi. 14, we may suggest that the whole number is 
divided into two groups of three each. If it be so, the first 
group will then have special relation to Christ’s disciples in 
their own home life, and that in three rising gradations— 
Peter, the twelve, the five hundred, all of these being viewed 
in their personal relation to Jesus; the second, to Christ’s 
disciples looked at in their action on the world, again in 
three rising gradations—James, the head of the Church in 
Jerusalem, all the Apostles (viewed as sent out with their 
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commission), the Apostle of the Gentiles. It may only 
further be noted that should the correctness of the hint 
thrown out in Note 11 be admitted, the similarity of the 
successive manifestations here recorded will be still more 
marked. All of them will then be manifestations of One 
who had already ascended to His Father, and who revealed 
Himself from His heavenly abode. 


Nore 39, p. 90. 


The unwillingness of St. Paul to give an account of the 
vision related by him in 2 Cor. xii. is particularly worthy of 
notice, as it appears alike in verse 1, and afterwards in his 
speaking of himself in the third person. How strikingly do 
his words here contrast in this respect with the manner in 
which he is wont to refer to the manifestation near Damascus. 


Nore 40, p. 95. 


The author of “Supernatural Religion” (iii. p. 479, etc.) 
has indeed endeavoured to show that the words of Herod 
with regard to John the Baptist in Matt. xiv. 2 illustrate 
the “familiarity of the age with the idea of the resurrection 
of the dead,” and show “how common was the belief in a 
bodily resurrection.” Yet it is obvious that this case is far 
too isolated, and that the words of Herod were spoken in 
circumstances far too peculiar, to afford a good foundation 
for so wide an inference. It is much more probable, especi- 
ally when we take into account the statement of Luke ix. 7 
(Herod was “much perplexed”), that we are to see, with 
almost all commentators, in the language of the crafty and 
cruel king, simply the terrors of a guilty conscience. A still 
more entire failure is the same author’s disingenuous attempt 
to show, from the accounts of the raisings of the widow’s son 
at Nain and of the daughter of Jairus, that “such a miracle 
as the resurrection was commonplace enough in the view of 
these (the Gospel) writers” (p. 478). A single glance at 
the narratives is sufficient to show in what a solemn and 
imposing light these raisings were regarded by their reporters; 
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while the popular feeling is strikingly expressed in the nar- 
rative of St. Mark, who tells us that when the daughter of 
Jairus was raised “they were amazed straightway with a 
great amazement” (Mark v. 42). 


Note 41, p. 98. 


Dr. Westcott has justly called attention to the fact, that, 
instead of there being any popular expectation of the rising 
of Jesus in the form in which it actually occurred, “as a 
matter of experience, the popular conceptions of a carnal 
resurrection very speedily overpowered the teaching of the 
New Testament in the early Church.”—“Gospel of the 
Resurrection,” 4th Edition, Appendix, p. 287. 


Note 42, p. 99 


It is extremely doubtful, indeed, whether there were not 
many in the early Christian Church who maintained that the 
day of the Lord was actually come. The verb évéornxey in 
2 Thess. ii. 2, can hardly be translated by “is at hand.” In 
the New Testament it is uniformly employed to denote what 
has already happened, or what is now in existence around us. 
The Revised Version, accordingly, properly renders the Greek 
here, “as that the day of the Lord is now present.” Yet, 
even if thought of as present, the day of the Lord was not 
accompanied with visions of Him who, it was believed, would 
then take unto Him His great power and reign. 


Nore 43, p. 117. 


“Les Apdotres,’? Ch. I. Dr. Fairbairn, in the work for- 
merly spoken of, has distinguished between the theory of 
Renan and the ordinary visional theory, calling the former 
the Phantasmal, p. 341. That there is such a distinction 
may be allowed, in so far as the immediate origin of the 
belief is concerned. But, whatever may have been the state 
of Mary’s own mind, it was still upon supposed visions, seen 
by themselves, that the belief of the other disciples rested. 
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It is not necessary, therefore, for my purpose to draw the 
above distinction, and to treat the phantasmal and visional 
theories as distinct. 


Nore 44, p. 119. 


The words of Keim (“Jesus von Nazara,” iii. p- 600), at 
the close of his valuable discussion on the Resurrection of 
Christ, ought to be quoted:—“After all that has been said 
it must be allowed that the theory (that, viz., of visions) 
which has of late become so popular, is only a hypothesis; 
that, while it explains some things, it fails to explain the 
main substance of the narrations to be dealt with; nay, that 
it leads us to look at facts historically attested from a dis- 
torted and untenable point of view.” 


Nore 45, p. 121. 


M. Prudot, in his work “La Résuirection dé Jésus 
Christ,” p. 229, gives a Declaration signed at a General 
Conference of Pastors and Elders of the French Protestant 
Church held in Paris, A.p. 1865, which contains the follow- 
ing statement :— 

“The undersigned Pastors and Laymen, considering that 
the modern religious conscience instructed in the school of 
Jesus Christ Himself, and slowly developed by eighteen 
centuries of Christian education, has learned, on the one side, 
not to make the divinity of the Master’s teaching depend 
upon His bodily reappearances; on the other, to consider as 
independent of this fact the certainty of eternal life, in such 
a manner that faith rests henceforth not upon the perilous 
arguments of critical erudition unapproachable to simple 
believers, but upon the evidence of truth itself: 

“Declare that, divided as they are among themselves 
upon the historical question, they frankly acknowledge the 
right of distinguishing between this question and Christianity 
itself, and of founding the simple and living demonstration 
of faith upon the agreement of the Holy Word of Jesus 
Christ with the principles and the needs of the buman soul.” 
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Nore 46, p. 122. 


It is hardly necessary to name particular persons for views 
expressed by almost all writers on the subject. The follow- 
ing may, however, be mentioned:—Horsley, “Nine Ser- 
mons,” p. 124; Dr. A. A. Hodge, “Commentary on the 
Confession of Faith,” p. 147; Biskop Ellicott, “Lectures on 
the Life of Christ,” p. 367; Hodge, “Syst. Theol.,” ii. 
p. 627. 


Nore 47, p. 124. 


The fact stated in the text, that our Lord’s work is not 
completed in His Resurrection as a single act, but in the 
whole after life which was only begun in that act, seems to 
be distinctly implied by the use of the aorists, Adgw and 
AaBetvy, in the passage quoted from John x. 17, 18. Comp. 
John xiv. 17, where this force of afetv is clearly brought 
out by the words which follow, “Whom the world cannot 
receive... ye know Him; for He abideth with you, and 
shall be in you.” 


Note 48, p. 124. 


The preposition é« used in this passage by our Lord ought 
to be allowed its proper force, and ought not to be translated 
as if it were simply equivalent to dé. It is said by 
Delitzsch (on Heb. v. 7) that é« may mean either to rescue 
out of death one who has died, or to preserve from death. 
For the latter meaning he refers to Ps. xxxiii. 19, and Jas. 
v. 20. Neither text proves the point. On the contrary, in 
both death, viewed metaphorically, is supposed to have taken 
place, and the persons “delivered” or “saved” are rescued 
out of it. Buttmann (“Grammatik d. N. T.,” p. 281) holds 
that the prepositions are frequently interchangeable, and 
refers to John i. 44; 2 Cor. iii. 5; Apoc. ix. 18; and Winer 
(‘Moulton’s Ed.,” p. 456), while urging that there is a dis- 
tinction between them, allows that they are used synony- 
mously in John xi. 1 and in Apoc. ix. 18.. Winer compares 

also for synonymous use Luke xxi. 18 with Acts xxvii. 34. 
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This last comparison proves nothing; the use of the preposi- 
tion depends on the manner in which at the moment the 
hairs of the head are supposed to be connected with the head. 
Apoe. ix. 18 may also be set aside, the style of the book 
being peculiar. A careful consideration of the other passages 
referred to will show that the prepositions are used with a 
strictly independent force. In John i. 45 and xi. 1, the 
two towns mentioned have a double aspect in the eyes of the 
Evangelist. Philip is “from” the one, Lazarus “from” the 
other; but in both cases there is a still more intimate relation 
between the persons spoken of and the towns to which they 
respectively belong. Philip belongs to the town of Andrew 
and Peter, who had just been spoken of as drawn to Jesus; 
he has breathed the same atmosphere, and is prepared to be 
a partaker of the same faith, with them. Lazarus belongs, 
in like manner, to the town of Martha and Mary; he has the 
same spirit as they have, and is, like them, one in whom the 
“glory of God” may be fitly shown forth. The form of 
expression in 2 Cor. iii. 5 is itself sufficient to show that 
the prepositions are not synonymous, the dé denoting the 
outward act of judging, the é the internal source out of 
which the outward act must come (comp. Hofmann in loc.). 
The distinction is further illustrated by Luke ii. 4 (comp. 
Winer, p. 456). It may be added that Westcott adopts the 
view of John xii. 27 taken in the text, “so that the sense 
appears to be, ‘Bring me safely out of the conflict’ (Heb. v. 
7), and not simply ‘Keep me from entering into it’ ” (in 
loc.) . 


Note 49, p. 125. 


The correctness of the view thus taken of the meaning of 
the word # o in Luke ix. 31 may be at once illustrated 
and confirmed by the use of the contrasted word elcodos in 
Acts xiii. 24. The Apostle is there speaking of the coming 
of our Lord into the world, and the word employed by him 
is loodos, which our translators have indeed rendered 
“coming.” But this translation is manifestly inadequate 
for the remarkable expression of the original, “When John 
had first preached, pd mpocdrov ris eloddov adroi, the 
baptism of repentance to all the people of Israel.” We 
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ought to render, “before the face of his entering in.” The 
allusion is to the entering in of Joshua into Canaan,—an 
allusion made clear by the fact that we read immediately 
before of God’s having “brought unto Israel a Saviour, 
Jesus.” Jesus is Himself the true Joshua, entering first, 
and bringing His people with Him, into the promised 
inheritance. 


Norte 50, p. 127. 


In contrast with the passages of St. Paul quoted in the 
text it is possible to refer to the Apostle’s words in writing 
to the Corinthians, “For I determined not to know any- 
thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and Him crucified” 
(1 Cor. ii. 2). But these words cannot be understood in 
the sense in which they are generally interpreted,—that. the 
doctrine of a crucified Redeemer constituted the only or even 
the main substance of the Apostle’s teaching in Corinth. 
The simple fact that in none of his Epistles does St. Paul 
enlarge so much upon the doctrine of the Risen Lord as he 
does in 1 Cor. xv. is sufficient to show this. In addition, 
however, it may be observed—(1.) That the Apostle is not 
so much describing the contents of his preaching as that 
particular aspect of the truth which affected his method of 
preaching. “He had come to them not with excellency of 
speech or of wisdom” (ver, 1), “for (ver. 2) that which 
rendered his simple, unostentatious manner of speaking 
necessary was, that he had to deal with a topic alike familiar 
and offensive to them, viz. the crucified Christ. By this 
he could make no carnal show; from this he could gain no 
worldly honour. Such ends, therefore, he could not have in 
view. (2.) The verb “to know” is not equivalent to the 
verb “to preach”; it has reference to his attitude towards 
himself, and not towards them. St. Paul, in short, is not 
describing the whole truth which he proclaimed, but that 
part of it which determined him to use his unpretending 
style of utterance. How could one who had the “offence of 
the cross” to preach seek glory in the manner of preaching 
it? The translation of the verse, indeed, as given above, is 
hardly correct. It ought rather to be, “For I did not 
determine to know anything among you,” etc. 
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Nore 51, p. 128. 


The point adverted to in the text finds a striking illus- 
tration in the manner in which the inquirer into the structure 
of St. John’s Gospel finds it necessary, even on totally inde- 
pendent grounds, to consider chaps. xvili.-xx. as one Section. 
Chap. xx., although containing the narrative of the Resur- 
rection, cannot be separated from chaps. xviii. and xix., 
containing the narrative of the trial and crucifixion. The 
main thought of these last chapters is not that of Jesus in 
humiliation, but of Jesus “lifted on high,” rising triumphant 
above the humiliation to which He is subjected. That is 
exactly the thought of chap. xx. The Section must take 
the three chapters together,—having for its theme not 
defeat followed by victory, but real victory in the midst of 
apparent defeat. See also the next Note. 


Nore 52, p. 128. 


The scenes in chap. xii. of St. John’s Gospel are a 
striking illustration of what has been said in the text. We 
do not appreciate them aright unless we bear in mind that 
the Redeemer who here pursues His path of glory has at 
thig moment the sentence of death upon Him (see chap. xi. 
53, 57); and that although He is on His way to Jerusalem 
to die, He has before Him, in Lazarus “whom He had 
raised from the dead” (ver. 1, comp. ver. 17), the great 
token which He had just given of His power over death. 


Nore 53, p. 128. 


This remarkable expression is, in the fulness of its 
meaning, as applied to Jesus, peculiar to the fourth Gospel, 
and it is by no means adequately represented by the English 
words “lifted up.” It refers first of all to the Glorification 
of our Lord, and in that sense we find it used in Acts ii. 33, 
vy. 31. But St. John, when he quotes it in chap. xii. 32, 
includes under it, as he himself distinctly intimates in the 
following verse, not only the Glorification but the crucifixion. 
It ought to be noticed that the object of chap. xii. 33 is not 
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to limit the term to the crucifixion, but to show that, con- 
trary to all that we should naturally expect, the crucifixion 
is included under it. The one thought is, glory through 
crucifixion. Crucifixion breaks the bond to earth, takes the, 
Redeemer “out of” it, and is thus the transition or intro- 
duction to heaven and glory. For the force of “out of” in 
chap. xii. 32 compare what has been said in Note 48. 


Nore 54, p. 128. 


It igs worth while to mark the emphatic position of these 
words “for ever,” at the end of the verse, in Heb. vi. 20, 
when the writer has brought his digression to an end, and 
is about to resume the great topic which he had left for a 
few moments. The Authorised Version has failed to do 
them justice. 


Nore 55, p. 131. 


1 Cor. xv. 47.—In this verse the words “the Lord,” 
which are found in the common reading before “from 
heaven,” are omitted by the best critical authorities. The 
change of reading brings out with force that the Apostle is 
dealing with the thought of the first man and the second 
man, the two great heads of lines of human beings descended 
from them. Commentators have differed much as to the 
point of time referred to in the words “from heaven,” but 
the whole argument of St. Paul requires us to undereand 
it of our Lord’s Resurrection. 


Note 56, p. 140. 


The procedure with the blood referred to in the text, and 
the import of the ritual connected with it, appear to demand 
further consideration. 

It is admitted by all inquirers that the sprinkling of the 
blood of the victim upon the Horns of the altar in an 
ordinary Sin-offering, and upon the Mercy Seat in the Sin- 
offering of the great Day of Atonement, constituted the 
culminating point of the Sacrifice. This circumstance alone 
ought to guard us against two mistakes into which in con- 
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sidering the subject, we are prone to fall. The first is that 
of supposing that the Sprinkling of the blood had essentially 
the same meaning as the Slaughtering; or that the one was 
simply a continuation of the other, though expressing the 
common idea in a different and higher form. The second is 
that of looking upon the two acts as wholly distinct in 
meaning, and as related to one another merely by succession 
of time. If the sacrifice culminated in the Sprinkling, we 
may start with the fact that the entire procedure with the 
blood of the Sin-offering had one object in view; and that, 
in attaining that object, each of the two parts with which 
we are now dealing occupied a necessary place, and expressed 
an idea to a certain extent independent of, although at the 
same time closely related to, that of the other. It was 
necessary that the victim should be slaughtered. To have 
obtained the blood in any other way, as, for example, by 
the opening of a vein, would have been invalid. It was 
not less necessary that the blood thus obtained should be 
sprinkled upon the appointed place. We may expect, there- 
fore, that each of these two actions will have a meaning of 
its own, and that both will combine together into some con- 
ception higher and more general than either separately would 
have been able to express. 

It will help our inquiry if, in the first place, we endeavour 
to determine the object of the Sin-offering as a whole, after 
which we shall be better able to fix the interpretation of its 
different parts. In doing so, it will not be disputed for a 
moment that the Sin-offering must share in the general 
meaning and purport of all sacrifice, although in its case 
that meaning may receive a particular modification, owing 
to the particular fight in which the offerer is viewed. This 
general meaning, again, may be best ascertained by starting 
from the thought of that relation in which Israel was to 
stand to God. On this point no doubt can exist. Israel 
was God’s covenant people, designed to walk with Him in 
the closest possible fellowship, the seed of Abraham His 
“friend.” But Israel perpetually violated the Covenant, 
provoked the anger of the Almighty, and separated itself 
from Him by sin. Sacrifice, then, was a merciful institution 
by which such breaches of the Covenant might be repaired, 
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and the people restored to their old and true relation with 
their covenant God, and to a walk with Him in the enjoyment 
of His love and favour. Pardon of sin was not the chief 
aim of Sacrifice. The undue prominence given in the Theo- 
logy of the Reformation to this aspect of the truth, though 
easily accounted for, and perhaps unavoidable in the earlier 
history of the Churches of that era, has been attended with 
no small injury to the very truths which these Churches 
were most anxious to conserve. 

Passing from a too one-sided conception of the doctrine of 
salvation through Christ alone to its treatment of the Old 
Testament, the Theology of the Reformation was, in its turn, 
acted upon by the views of the Old Testament doctrine of 
Sacrifice to which it had itself given birth; and the grand 
end aimed at in the work of our Lord is, in consequence, to 
this day obscured. Hengstenberg is unquestionably right 
when he says, “The false assertion that atonement is thé 
fundamental idea of Sacrifice in general has created very 
much confusion” (“The Sacrifices of Holy Scripture” 
appended to Commentary on Ecclesiastes in Clark’s Trans- 
lation, p. 371). The leading or central idea of Sacrifice was 
not mere pardon of sin, or atonement, or the procuring of the 
Divine favour, by which the relation of only one of the two 
parties to the other—that of God to His creature—was 
affected; while the love of God, contemplated by faith, was 
simply left to work as a motive of gratitude upon the heart. 
The relation of both parties to one another was involved in 
the Sacrifice itself. That act expressed all that was implied, 
alike for God and Israel, in the restoration of the covenant. 
It brought both back into a state of mutual reconciliation 
and fellowship. Out of this idea flowed the two parts of the 
ritual of Sacrifice which we have at present to consider. 

I. The Slaughtering. This part of the ritual ought 
certainly to be treated separately; and it is a misfortune 
that the late Principal Fairbairn, in his valuable remarks 
upon “The subject of Sacrifice by Blood” (“Typology,” vol. 
ii, Appendix C, p. 531), has taken it along with the Sprink- 
ling, “as going in a manner together with it.” Had he not 
done so he might perhaps have been led to unfold more at 
length certain expressions which he hag used (see especially 
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p- 533), and might have come to what seems to us the right 
conclusion. Looking then at the Slaughtering by itself, it 
is impossible with many modern inquirers either to: consider 
it simply as a means of getting at the blood of the victim, 
or to be satisfied with regarding it as expressive of nothing 
more than a surrender on the. part of the offerer of his old 
and selfish, in order that he might enter on a new and un- 
selfish, life. The place constantly occupied by the thought 
of death in the Old Testament, and the manner in which the 
death of Christ, the undoubted Antitype of the Sin-offering, 
is spoken of in the New Testament, alike demand a deeper 
meaning for the Slaughtering than is afforded by the first of 
these suppositions; while the fact that the victim had been 
already presented to God before the Slaughtering took place 
forbids the adoption of the second. It is impossible indeed 
to rest short of the idea that in the particular mode of pro- 
curing the blood there was something penal. The Israelite 
had sinned, and he deserved to die. Before he could be 
brought again into fellowship with God, it was necessary for 
him to acknowledge this; he made the acknowledgment in 
the putting to death of the spotless victim from his own fold 
which he presented as a sin-offering in his stead. In its 
death he consented to die. 

If this be so, it ought next to be observed that, when the 
blood flowed from the slaughtered victim, it was not merely 
blood, but blood bearing with it and in it the acknowledg- 
ment of which we have spoken, an acknowledgment by the 
offerer of his free acceptance of death as a penalty due to 
him on account of sin. This gave its value to the slaughter- 
ing as a part of the sacrifice. No reflecting person can 
imagine for a moment that blood, simply as blood, could be 
acceptable to God. What made the blood acceptable was 
that, as it flowed, it “cried,” confessing sin and desert of 
punishment. It thus could not be dead. It was alive. Not 
indeed that it was physically alive. It was rather ideally 
alive,—alive with a life which had now assumed its true 
attitude towards God, with a life which confessed, as it 
flowed forth in the blood, that it was surrendered freely, and 
in harmony with the demands of God’s righteous law. We 
know that the idea of blood thus speaking was familiar to 
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the Jew (Gen. iv. 10; Job xvi. 18; Ezek. xxiv. 7, 8; Heb. 
xii. 24); but what speaks must either be, or must be thought 
of as being, alive. The living nature of the blood is indeed 
expressly declared to us in the law itself. In Lev. xvii. 11 
it is said, “For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I 
have given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement 
for your lives: for the blood atones through the life.” The 
meaning of this passage—the locus classicus upon the point 
under discussion—seems obvious. The blood is a conven- 
tional hieroglyphic labelled as the life. It is the bearer of 
the life of the animal offered; and because it is looked at in 
this light, because it is the vehicle of a life substituted for the 
life of an offerer who is setting himself in a right relation 
towards God, it possesses expiatory virtue. 

The Slaughtering was thus more than a mere means of 
getting at the blood; it was a means of getting at the blood 
in a particular way—in a way without which the offerer 
would not have acknowledged his own desert of punishment. 
It was also more than the expression of the offerer’s sur- 
render of himself to God; it was such an expression in a 
particular way—in a way without which the offerer would 
not have accommodated himself to the great law everywhere 
pervading a sinful world—that only through death freely 
accepted is the first step taken in the path of life. The 
blood, after it has been shed in the slaughtering, has thus a 
compound aspect. It is not simple life: it is life of a 
peculiar kind. Life it always was; but a new and peculiar 
element has just been added to it. It is life which has 
willingly passed through death as through a doom both 
deserved and necessary; and it is this compound thought 
that constitutes the action, up to the point that we have 
reached, a sacrificial action by which, when complete, sin 
will be covered or atoned for. The main idea, then, which 
has as yet met us is neither that of blood alone, nor of death 
alone. It is blood obtained by “Slaughter”: it is life in 
death. In other words, the free acceptance by the will of 
deserved death,—a process during which the will lives,— 
constitutes the kernel and heart of the leg teria “Lo, 
I come to do Thy will, O God.” 


Il. The Sprinkling of the blood, This is the second and 
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most important of the two actions with which we are at 
present concerned. The question is, What are its object 
and meaning? These cannot be the same as in the first 
action of which we have spoken, for the second action is 
wholly different from the first, and is regulated by strict 
prescriptions, as well as fenced about by solemn sanctions 
of its own. The Sprinkling, therefore, cannot represent the 
surrender of the sinner by himself to the just doom of sin, 
for we should thus have the same thing represented by two 
entirely different actions. It has indeed been urged that 
the Horns of the altar upon which the blood of the ordinary 
sin-offering was sprinkled, or the Mercy Seat upon which the 
blocd was sprinkled on the great Day of Atonement, are to 
be regarded as expressive simply of greater nearness to God 
than was obtained upon the altar itself (Hofmann, “Schrift- 
beweis,” ii. 1, p. 157). Were this view correct, it might be 
pled that the same idea which utters itself in the Slaughter- 
ing utters itself in the same way also in the Sprinkling, with 
only the additional thought of greater nearness to God. The 
second action might then have substantially no other mean- 
ing than the first, though the meaning might be expressed 
in a more intensive form. But there is a want of all sound 
warrant for such an interpretation either of the Horns of the 
altar or of the Mercy Seat. The Horns (and the same 
remark applies in principle to the Mercy Seat) did not 
represent nearness to God. They represented a higher 
potency of the Divine idea than that expressed in the Altar 
itself. They were the symbols of the Altar in the greatest 
fulness of its signification. The Sprinkling of the blood 
upon them, therefore, cannot be only the bringing nearer 
God a sinful life yielded up to merited punishment. It 
must have expressed something else; and what we contend 
for is, that it expressed the bringing of the offerer’s life, 
after it had been so yielded up, into loving communion and 
fellowship with God. The Sprinkling was, in short, the 
culminating point of the restoration of the Covenant. In 
the Slaughtering the first step towards a full reconciliation 
between God and His creature had been taken. The blood 
of the victim bore along with it the life of the offerer, and 
it was poured out even unto death. Now the blood of the 
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same faultless animal, still bearing along with it the life of 
the offerer, was sprinkled. In other words, the life which 
had passed through death was brought near to God, and was 
dedicated to Him for the future. Two different considera- 
tions may help to establish this. 

(1.) The blood in the second action must be looked at 
in the same light as in the first. All, it may be presumed, 
will agree thus far. But we have already seen that in the 
first action the blood is not dead but living; and, as nothing 
has occurred between the two actions to alter its constituent 
elements or typical character, it must, in the second action, 
be not less living than in the first. It is not death, there- 
fore, but life, that is sprinkled upon the Horns of the altar 
or upon the Mercy Seat, and that is thus brought by the 
priest, the representative of God, into the closest embrace 
of God’s loving mercy. This point may be said to be dis- 
tinctly implied in the words of the law already quoted from 
Lev. xvii. 11, “I have given it to you upon the altar to 
make an atonement for your lives.” The reference here is 
to the Sprinkling; that is, at the very moment when the 
blood is declared to be the life, the declaration is made in 
immediate connexion with the Sprinkling. The blood, then, 
was here a living thing, brought into the most intimate 
relation with the grace of God in its greatest potency. Once 
more, if any doubt could remain upon our minds that the 
blood, when sprinkled, was living, not dead blood, it would 
be dispelled by the fact that death could not have been 
placed in such close contiguity with the Living God. No 
thought was more deeply impressed upon the whole ritual 
of Israel than that of the impassable gulf between God and 
death. Nothing defiled like contact with death, and so 
alien was it to the nature of God, that from the simple cir- 
cumstance that the Almighty had called Himself the God of 
Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, long after these patriarchs 
were in their graves, our Lord deduced what His opponents 
felt to be an unanswerable argument that the dead are 
raised (Luke xx. 37, 38). Surely, then, the blood sprinkled 
upon the Mercy Seat, the most holy spot of the Sanctuary, 
that over which God Himself was throned in glorious 
majesty, could not be blood of death. It was blood of life. 
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The life, not the death, of the sinner was so given over to, 
and embraced by, the Divine. mercy that sin was covered. | 

(2.) While the blood must thus be looked at in the same 
light throughout the whole offering, it is further to be ob- 
served that it was by the sprinkling of the blood that the 
atonement was completed and sin-covered. But sin can be 
thus covered only when union with God has been effected. 
This union is not sanctification, which is the fruit, of union, 
but union itself. Only in union with God, then, is sin 
covered. Death cannot extinguish sin: it simply puts an 
end to the power of sinning. Reconciliation of the life with 
God, union of the life with Him, must take place before the 
full meaning of the word atonement is exhausted, or sin can 
be spoken of as ready for dismissal into the land of darkness. 

Principal Fairbairn has so nearly expressed what seems 
to be the truth upon the point before us, that his words 
may with propriety be quoted. “It was otherwise, how- 
ever,” he says, “with the sprinkling of the blood, which 
completed the work of atonement; for this respected the 
acceptance of the substituted life for that of the offerer, and 
could only be done by God’s accredited representatives—the 
consecrated priesthood. The mere bringing of the victim to 
the altar, laying on it the guilt which burdened the sinner’s 
conscience, with other collateral acknowledgments, and 
taking from it its life-blood in token of what the offerer felt 
himself bound to render, however necessary and important, 
were still not sufficient to restore peace to his conscience. 
There must be the formal approval of Heaven, or the palpable 
acceptance of the one soul as a covering for the guilt of the 
other. And this was done by the pouring out or sprinkling 
of the sacrificial blood on the altar—not as that which, 
according to Hofmann, had once had the life of the animal 
(for apart from this it was only so many particles of blood, 
meaningless and worthless), but which, as flowing fresh and 
warm, still in a sense had it—the very life of the animal— 
in its immediate seat and proper representation. This blood 
so presented gave assurance to the offercr both of a satis- 
faction rendered for him by death, and of a pure life granted 
to him in the presence of God” (“Typology,” ii. p. 533). 

It is strange that immediately after this passage Dr. 
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Fairbairn speaks of “Christ’s work on the cross” as that in 
which the Old Testament doctrine of sacrifice rose to its 
proper consummation. But it is unnecessary to dwell on 
this. The longer passage which we have quoted is impor- . 
tant as coming from a theologian so careful and justly 
esteemed, and the view to which it points, although not 
thoroughly worked out by its writer, cannot be mistaken. 
The following also are the words of Mr. Jukes in his “Law 
of the Offerings’:—“As to the sprinkling of blood, I need 
scarcely say it refers to atonement by sacrifice; it signifies 
that the thing or person sprinkled is thereby brought from 
a state of distance from God to a state of nearness. The 
sprinkling, then, of blood upon the incense-altar implied 
that until this act was performed the altar was unapproach- 
able; and consequently, that all priestly service, and there- 
fore all service of all kinds, was stopped between God and 
Israel. In like manner, the sprinkling of blood upon the 
brazen altar implied that till this was done, that altar too 
was regarded as unapproachable. In each case sin is appre- 
hended to have interrupted communion; in the one, the 
communion of priests; in the other, the communion of 
Israel; while the sprinkling of blood declares that com- 
munion restored through the sin-offering on the incense-altar 
to the priests, on the brazen altar to the people” (p. 155). 
What we urge, therefore, is that restored communion of the 
life with God, perfect dedication of the life to Him in His 
own Covenant of love, is the meaning of the sprinkling of 
the blood in the sin-offering of Israel. 

Let us now look at the Sin-offering as a whole, and we 
can hardly fail to see that, so far from terminating with the 
death of the victim, or being occupied solely with the idea 
of death, it had special regard to the life of the victim and 
to the presentation of that life to God. Throughout all 
the parts of the offering the blood was the life. It was 
never dead blood; and the actions with the blood—with the 
life—were not brought to an end until the life was restored, 
by sprinkling upon the Horns of the altar or upon the Mercy 
Seat, to communion and fellowship with God. The blood 
was no doubt blood that had been poured out; the life was 
life that had been surrendered to death; but it had passed 
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through death to a higher life in which the Almighty was 
to be served through all time to come. Not death, then, 
but life through death, was the meaning of the sacrifice. 
- The thought which it expressed was one. ; 

Such is the type, and the Antitype strictly corresponds 
to it. It is a fact worth noting that the almost uniform 
practice of the Sacred Writers (exceptions can be easily 
explained) is to ascribe our salvation to the “blood,” not to 
the “death” of Christ; and the two terms, blood and death, 
are not synonymous. In our thoughts they are apt to be 
so, but not so in the thoughts of a Jew. When a Jew 
thought of the blood, he thought of more than death. He 
thought not only of the blood as poured out when the victim 
died, but of the blood as carried into the Most Holy Place. 
He thought of all that was done with it, of the whole of 
that ceremonial in which it bore so important a part. Nay, 
he must have thought even more especially (as we see 
strikingly exemplified in the Epistle to the Hebrews) of that 
Sprinkling for the sake of which, and as a means to which, 
the blood-shedding took place. When, then, the Sacred 
Writers so constantly ascribe our salvation to the blood 
rather than the death of our Lord, we must connect with 
the words the whole range of thought which would present 
itself to the Jew who heard them. We must take in not 
only the death upon the cross, but our Lord’s presentation 
of Himself in heaven, in the true Holy of Holies, when, not 
“through the blood of goats and calves, but through His 
own blood, He entered in once for all into the Holy Place, 
having obtained eternal redemption for us” (Heb. ix. 12). 
We must think not of death, but of life through death, as 
the essence of Christ’s offering. We must think of Christ’s 
blood as living blood, and of the pardon of sin as only the 
initiatory result of His sacrifice of Himself. In short, 
through all Christ’s offering we deal with life. Christ is 
“gq living sacrifice’; we in Him, and sharing the blessings 
of His salvation, are also “a living sacrifice” (Rom. Kile )ie 
The end and purpose of everything that is done is that we 
may be brought into loving fellowship with God, and into 
the holy life which such fellowship involves; “for if the 
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blood of goats and bulls, and the ashes of a heifer sprinkling 
them that have been defiled, sanctify unto the cleanness of 
the flesh; how much more shall the blood of Christ, who 
through eternal spirit offered Himself without blemish unto 
God, cleanse your conscience from dead works to serve the 
living God?” (Heb. ix. 13, 14). 

Keeping these things in view, we may now be prepared 
to estimate the force of a class of passages in which we read 
of the blood of Christ as being taken into heaven and being 
continued there. These passages occur chiefly in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews; and the leading one may be said to be that 
in which, along with other things belonging to the heavenly 
Jerusalem,—such as innumerable host of angels, the general 
assembly and church of the first born who are enrolled in 
heaven, and the spirits of just men made perfect,—there is 
mentioned the “blood of sprinkling, that speaketh better 
than that of Abel” (Heb. xii. 24). It is upon this passage 
that Bengel has the long and elaborate note in which he 
endeavours to establish the proposition that the blood of 
Christ, having been wholly poured out, partly on the cross, 
partly in His other sufferings, has not been again sent into 
His veins, but has been taken into heaven, where it remains 
for ever as “incorruptible blood” separate from His body, 
before the eyes of God. This view has also been adopted 
by Alford, who, in his note on Hebrews xii. 24, expresses 
himself to the following effect:—“Our Lord’s blood was 
shed from Him on the cross. And as His body did not see 
corruption, it is obvious to suppose that His blood did not 
corrupt as that of ordinary men, being as it is so important. 
a portion of His body. Hence, and because His resurrection- 
body seems to have been bloodless (see Luke xxiv. 39; 
John xx. 27, and notes), some have supposed that the blood 
of the Lord remains as it was poured out, incorruptible, in 
the presence of God. On such a matter I would neither 
affirm nor deny, but mention with all reverence that which 
seems to suit the requirements of the words before us. 
By that blood we live, wherever it is; but as here it is 
mentioned separately from the Lord Himself, as an item in 
the glories of the heavenly city, and as ‘yet speaking,’ it seems 
to require some such view to account for the words used.” 
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Delitzsch again, who is unable to adopt this view, how- 
ever readily he allows that much may be said for it, after 
considerable discussion sums up his own view as follows:— 
“As far as concerns the presentation of the blood, the Risen 
One has brought before God, His Father, in the vessel of His 
body transfigured yet identical with what it had been when 
crucified, His blood transfigured yet identical with what it 
had been when shed, and this high-priestly self-presentation 
of the Redeemer is become the eternally effective settlement 
of our eternal redemption.”—“Hebr. Brief.,” p. 393. 

Both of these views appear to be untenable. The first is 
so realistic, that, if we are to accept, in the manner proposed, 
the literal interpretation of the blood, there will be much 
else which we shall be compelled to interpret with equal 
literalness. We shall have to admit the existence of a real 
and physical Tabernacle in heaven, of a Holy Place, and of 
a Mercy Seat,—to admit much that is altogether incom- 
patible with the notions which Scripture itself teaches us to 
form of the heavenly abode. The second leaves altogether 
unexplained the prominence given to the blood in the 
language of the New Testament, and supplies no proper 
antitype to the type presented in the law. Neither sup- 
position, we may reasonably believe, would have been resorted 
to had the point upon which we have been insisting been 
recognised—that the blood is the life; that the offering of 
the law was not complete until the life, in the form of the 
blood, was reunited to God, and anew dedicated to Him in 
loving fellowship; and that, in like manner, the offering of 
Christ was not complete until He presented His Blood, that 
is His life, to the Father, that it might thenceforward be 
the Father’s in the uninterrupted and perfect service of the 
eternal world. 

The central idea, therefore, of our Lord’s presentation of 
Himself, or of His blood, in heaven, is not that of a con- 
tinued remembrance of His death alone, as if the blood were 
still no more than the blood poured out in the sufferings of 
earth; nor is it a presentation only of His life—even His 
Divine and Holy Life—considered in itself alone. It is a 
continued presentation of His life, as a life which “has 
aceepted death, which has passed through death, and is now 
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and for ever “an offering and sacrifice to God for an odour 
of a sweet smell” (Eph. v. 2). We dare not separate the 
thought of our Lord’s sufferings and death from the. thought 
of His glorified condition. It is true that the death is over. 
As an act, it belongs to the past; but it is not to be for- 
gotten. It must be as distinctly before us now, when we 
behold the Saviour in glory, as it was before the eyes of 
those who nailed Him to the tree. Scripture always reminds 
us of it, “I am the First and the Last, and the Living One; 
and I was dead, and behold I am alive for evermore’; “A 
Lamb standing as though it had been slain”; “Ye proclaim 
the Lord’s death till He come” (Rev. i. 18, v. 6; 1 Cor. xi. 
26). It is the more necessary for us to keep all this dis- 
tinctly in view, for we are not in so favourable a position as 
the Jew was for seeing that the blood with which we deal 
has passed through death. Although in the sacrificial ritual 
the blood was conventionally alive, the Jew could not think 
of it except as gained by the death of the victim. We do 
not see this, and may forget it; as so much of the Theology 
of our day has done. The fact, therefore, that the living 
Lord has passed through death cannot be too earnestly 
insisted on. But what we have mainly to urge at present 
is, that in His state before the Father, He expresses an idea 
beyond or in advance of that of death. His offering has 
gone beyond its primary stage, having culminated in the 
complete restoration of the broken covenant; and that 
restoration is life. 

It is probably unnecessary to dwell upon the important 
consequences that must flow from such a view of the pres- 
entation of our Lord’s blood or life in heaven, as we have 
now endeavoured to unfold. Yet we may briefly notice two 
points upon which its bearing is very close. 

In the first place, it ought to go some way at least towards 
conciliating widely divergent views with regard to the true 
purport of the holy Sacrament of Communion. We start 
with at once accepting the proposition that the worship of 
the Church on earth ought to be moulded on her worship 
in heaven; and that, inasmuch as our Great High Priest 
there presents Himself continually before the Father, as the 
offering in which His people are accepted and complete, the 
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Sacrament of the Supper must here be the central rite of 
that worship. But in what sense? This must evidently be 
determined by the light in which we regard the heavenly 
worship of Him in whom His whole Church is gathered up. 
The Romish Church has rightly felt that the idea of Inter- 
cession cannot exhaust this worship, and has fixed upon the 
continued presentation of an offering which had been com- 
pleted upon earth as its central thought. The development 
of the doctrine of the Mass immediately and naturally follows. 
Christ, it is held, is certainly present in the Eucharist. If 
present at all, He must be present in the same attitude and 
with the same functions as those which He has assumed in 
heaven. He must thus be present simply as an offering in 
the same aspect as that in which He offered Himself upon 
the cross. The Eucharist becomes the Mass,—a repetition, 
or, as Mohler (“Symbolik,” Section 34) prefers to call it, a 
“continuation” of the one offering made on Calvary for the 
sins of men; ‘and the distinction, utterly without foundation 
on the point before us, between a bloody and an unbloody 
sacrifice, is introduced. On the other hand, different branches 
of the Protestant Church, recoiling from the Mass and all the 
corruptions which it brought along with it, have too often 
practically eliminated the presence of the Lord from the 
Eucharist altogether, and have reduced that Sacrament to a 
mere commemoration of an offering made by the Lord in His 
death eighteen centuries ago. Both extremes are wrong; 
though the latter is even more clearly baseless than the 
former. The former too, however, must be set aside, for it 
proceeds upon the erroneous idea that the exalted Lord is 
now presenting Himself to God in His death instead of in 
His life won through death. The heavenly act of the 
Glorified High Priest of the Church becomes merely a per- 
petuated crucifixion, and the Church is practically robbed of 
the heavenly life of Him in whom alone her own heavenly 
life can be maintained. The view here advocated seems to 
point us to the true middle way, for the sacrifice of our Lord 
presented in heaven is not simply a continuation of that 
once presented on the cross; nor is the former a mere com- 
memoration of the latter. The heavenly act is rather the 
completing part of the one sacrifice which embraces both 
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what was done on earth and what is done in heaven. A 
true repetition, therefore, or imitation of the heavenly 
worship, does not lead to the Mass; it leads to the thought 
of the Eucharist as a service in which the redeemed, and 
already at least in principle triumphant, Church presents 
herself to the Father in her new and higher life, and in 
which she is nourished by the gracious provision made for 
her in that festival. The Eucharist is not mainly a remem~ 
brance of death; the thought of death lies indeed at the 
bottom of it; but death is surmounted, and the end for 
which it was endured has been reached. The Eucharist is 
life. It is the nourishment, the feast, of life. Hence, 
accordingly, the cruelty, to say nothing of the unscriptural- 
ness, of withholding the cup from the laity, for the cup is 
the culminating point of the service. It is “the new 
covenant in Christ’s blood” (1 Cor. xi. 25; comp. Luke 
xxii. 20); the “fruit of the vine” which it contained was 
His “blood of the covenant” (Matt. xxvi. 28, 29; Mark 
xiv. 24, 25); and it was so because the blood was the “life.” 
To withhold the cup is thus to withhold that which especi- _ 
ally sets forth the life of our Lord—that life which it is 
the main object of His work to communicate to man, as to 
procure it was the main purpose of the covenant. 

In the second place, the view which we have endeavoured 
to unfold ought to conciliate divergent views as to our Lord’s 
whole work on behalf of man. On the one hand, there is 
the merely legal or juridical view of that work, which has 
a paralysing effect upon the life of the Church. Taken by 
itself, it leaves the impression upon the mind of something 
outward and unreal. The truly awakened conscience cannot 
be satisfied with a mere verdict of acquittal at the bar of 
Divine justice. What it needs, and never can be at peace 
without having, is deliverance from sin itself, is a moral and 
spiritual change, through which there shall be produced a 
walk with God instead of a walk in sin. And this change 
must be involved in the very process of redemption. It is 
not enough for one who has felt the power and evil of sin in 
itself to be tcld that he is freely forgiven,—and that, if he 
will only open his heart to receive in faith the declaration of 
forgiveness, he shall also be strengthened from above to prove 
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his gratitude for the Divine mercy. He must see that in the 
very plan of redemption holiness is secured; that holiness is 
not a consequence of salvation, but an integral part of it; 
that God has “called us in holiness” (1 Thess. iv. 7); and 
that, if we are interested in the sacrifice of Christ at all, we 
must be interested in it not simply for justification, but for 
a new life,—for the former indeed first in order, but only as 
inseparably connected with, and directly leading to, the latter. 
Thus we ought to find ourselves drawn to a Theology, less 
one-sided and more pervaded by Catholic elements than that 
of the Reformation, because dealing more with life than with 
death. 

On the other hand, we ought to be equally saved from 
that opposite tendency of many earnest minds, to resolve the 
whole of Christ’s work, when applied to us, into the exercise 
of a self-denial and self-sacrifice like His, to put out of view 
the sterner attributes of the Almighty, and to represent His 
whole manifestation of Himself in the Son as a manifestation 
of Fatherhood in the popular sense of that word. Such 
Fatherhood will never explain the ritual of the ancient sin- 
offering, and still less will it explain the far more awful 
sacrifice of the cross. Nor will it ever exercise the mighty 
power which the thought of God as just and righteous has 
exercised in past ages of the Church. It may do for quiet 
times; but in times of trouble, when men’s hearts fail them, 
they need something sterner, something associated with the 
thought of judgment against sin, to afford a resting-place for 
the soul. What would have been left of ancient prophecy 
had this element of power been extinguished in it? Or what 
would the Scottish Covenanters have made of the doctrine of 
the Fatherhood as taught in our day? For them stronger 
meat was necessary; and it was in words like those of the 
124th Psalm that they found courage. This strength, how- 
ever, may easily become too harsh. What we require is @ 
Theology that will mediate between the two extremes; and 
it seems as if this might be best obtained by a remoulding of 
the doctrine of Sacrifice upon the lines that we have indicated. 
The old one-sidedness was undoubtedly more Scriptural than 
the one-sidedness so widely accepted now; and a stern Theo- 
logy is better than no Theology at all. But the Church is 
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waiting to have more clearly expressed for her than was 
needed in the sixteenth century that moral and spiritual side 
of God’s dealings with man which was forced into a too 
exclusively juridical direction by the peculiar struggles of 
the Reformation Age. 


APPENDIX TO NoTE 56. 


In the course of the above Note we had occasion to 
remark that the New Testament writers do not seem to 
speak of the “death” and of the “blood” of Christ as if 
the terms were perfectly synonymous, but that under the 
latter they include a wider range of thought than under the 
former. The point is of sufficient importance to demand a 
few additional remarks. Before, however, turning directly 
to the texts which we propose to examine, it may be well to 
observe that a general distinction between the two words 
may really exist, even although it should be possible to cite 
a few cases in which they appear to be exchanged for one 
another. This may easily happen with any two words, the 
meanings of which, while not the same, are yet closely 
related. It may happen much more easily in the present 
instance where, the sacrificial nature of death and blood being 
in view, we can neither think of the former without also 
thinking of the latter which is procured by its means; nor of 
the latter without thinking also of the former by which alone 
it is procured. When benefits are traced to that Sacrifice of 
the Lord Jesus Christ which involves the thought of both 
His death and His blood, it can hardly surprise us if the 
distinction generally traceable between the two words be not 
always observed with perfect strictness. 

The passages in which blessings are spoken of as conferred 
on man by the “death” of our Lord are indeed less numerous 
than might be at first supposed, while those in which bless- 
ings are connected with His “blood” are of much more 
frequent occurrence. This circumstance alone may prepare 
us for the fact that the two words do not cover exactly the 
same ground; but only an examination: of the passages 
themselves can satisfy us that such is the case. 

One of the most interesting of these passages is one in 
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which both words meet us. In Romans v. 8-10 we read 
not only of the death, but also of the blood, of Christ. The 
translation is as follows (verses 8, 9):—“But God com- 
mendeth His own love towards us in that, while we were yet 
sinners, Christ died for us. Much more then, having been 
now justified in His blood, we shall be saved through Him 
from the wrath of God. (verse 10) For if, while we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God through the death of 
His Son, much more, having been reconciled, we shall be 
saved in His life.” 

Before passing on it may be proper to notice that the 
“reconciliation” here spoken of is that of God to man, 
rather than that of man to God; in other words, it igs an 
objective rather than a subjective reconciliation. This in- 
terpretation is rendered necessary by the context, and by the 
general usage of the word karadddooev. It is also adopted 
by the best commentators, and it need not be further dis- 
cussed at present. It will be seen that the passage, as a 
whole, consists of two very similar and parallel parts, which 
may be designated by the letters A and B. The two parts 
are not, indeed, expressive of precisely the same aspect of the 
common thought; for the first, consisting of the 8th and 9th 
verses, presents that thought from the side of what God does; 
the second, consisting of the 10th verse, from the side of 
what man receives. The place occupied by the words 
“much more” in both, and the general principles of 
parallelism, justify this division. 


The thoughts of the passage may be thus arranged:— 


A (verses 8, 9). : 

God commendeth His own love toward us 
In that, while we were yet sinners, 

Christ died for us: 

Much more then, 

Having been now justified in His blood, 
We shall be saved from the wrath of God 

Through Him (as alive). 


B (verse 10). 
For if, while we were enemies, 
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We were reconciled to God 
Through the death of His Son; 
Much more, 
Having been reconciled, 
We shall be saved 
In His life. 


This analysis demonstrates— (1) That in the last line of 
A, corresponding to the last line of B, the word “Him” 
must be referred to the living Saviour. (2) That the words 
in the fifth line of A, “Having been now justified in His 
blood,” corresponding to those in the fifth line of B, “Having 
been reconciled,” express a state of effected reconciliation, 
that is, a state in which we are placed when the act of re- 
conciliation is viewed as past. (3) That God has appointed 
the living Christ to give us complete salvation after we have 
been presented to Him in the blood of Christ, as men justi- 
fied or reconciled. There are thus two leading thoughts in 
the passage as a whole. First, we have part in Christ’s 
death; this reconciles God to us, and makes us ready for 
further manifestations of His grace. Secondly, we have part 
in Christ’s life; this brings complete salvation. It is true 
that at first sight the “blood” of Christ appears to be spoken 
of in connexion with our justification, and had the Apostle 
said that we were justified by His blood, we might have 
thought of nothing more; but he says im His blood, and 
that circumstance, taken along with the parallelism of the 
lines, shows us that he has a larger thought before him,— 
not merely that Christ’s blood shed in death justifies us, 
but that, having had that blood applied to us, we are in 
it, as justified men, when the blessing of salvation is be- 
stowed. Salvation is not here equivalent to justification; it 
is more. The “wrath” spoken of is not wrath from which 
we have been delivered; it is “the” wrath of God, the 
wrath to come, from which we ghall be delivered, from 
which the justified man shall be saved. The blood, there- 
fore, is not thought of only as blood shed in Christ’s death 
for us, but as blood in which we enter into life. The death 
of Christ makes provision for God’s love being extended to 
us as sinners; the blood of Christ “in” which we are pre- 
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sented to God after reconciliation, makes provision for the 
bestowal of life upon us as persons in a state of reconcilia- 
tion. Thus the death and the blood do not cover the same 
sphere of thought; they are related to one another, as the 
death of the sin-offering was related to the blood of the sin- 
offering when it was taken into the Holy of Holies. 

The “death” of Christ, along with the effect accomplished 
by it, is spoken of in two passages of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews. 

The first of these is Chap. ix. 15,—‘And for this cause 
He is the Mediator of a new covenant, that, a death having 
taken place for the redemption of the transgressions that 
were under the first covenant, they that have been called 
may receive the promise of the eternal inheritance.” It is 
unnecessary to say anything of the question raised in con- 
nexion with these words,—Whether the beneficial effects of 
the death of Christ were limited to “the transgressions that 
were under the first covenant,”’—the general teaching of the 
Epistle forbidding any such limitation. But it is important 
to observe that Christ’s death is viewed simply as a ransom 
for transgressions. The sacred writer does not say that it 
gives life. What it procures is the remission of sins, so that 
they who in faith present it as their offering may be accepted 
by God, and placed in a position in which the promise of 
“the eternal inheritance’ may be received by them. This 
conclusion is rendered still clearer if we look at the words of 
the 14th verse, immediately preceding——“How much more 
shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal spirit offered 
Himself without blemish unto God, cleanse your conscience 
from dead works to serve the living God?” In this verse 
the “blood” of Christ is spoken of, and why? There can 
be no hesitation as to the answer, which is rendered clear by 
verse 12, where the “entering once for all into the holy 
place” is mentioned, as well as by the words “eternal spirit” 
of the verse itself. It is because we are not dealing in 
verse 14 with Christ’s death upon the cross, but with His 
presentation of Himself, as One who has died, to His Heavenly 
Father. And the instant we have this thought set before 
us, we pass beyond remission of sin to the new and spiritual 
condition of fellowship with God and eternal life; we pass 
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beyond the thought of death to that of blood. “Blood” 
and “death” are here distinguished from one another. 

The second passage in this Epistle of which we have to 
speak is Chap. ii. 14, 15,—‘“Since then the children are 
sharers in flesh and blood, He also Himself in like manner 
partook of the same, that through death He might bring 
to nought him that had the power of death, that is, the 
devil; and might deliver all those who through fear of death 
were all their lifetime subject to bondage.” It is not difficult 
to see what our Lord is here said to do “through death.” 
There is not a word of positive union and fellowship with 
God. What is spoken of is the deliverance of believers from 
fear of death and the bondage induced by it. These spring 
from sin,—“the sting of death is sin,”—the consciousness of 
sin gives the “power of death” to the devil; and what is 
needed to extinguish that power is an assurance that sin is 
forgiven. This we have by the “death” of Christ, which 
is thus again connected with the initial rather than the 
advanced stage of Christian experience. ; 

A third passage in this Epistle, Chap. ii. 9,—“That by 
the grace of God He should taste death for every man,”— 
seems to throw no light upon the present inquiry 

From the passages in which the death of Christ is spoken 
of, let us now turn to at least the chief of those which make 
mention of His “blood.” . 

Acts xx. 28.—“Take heed unto yourselves and to all the 
flock ... to feed the Church of God which He purchased 
with His own blood.” The word thus translated “purchased” 
is more properly rendered “acquired as a possession.” The 
thought of “blood” is associated not merely with the thought 
of our having been purchased, but with that of our having 
become the possession of God, so that we are His in reality 
and truth, as well as by legal right. 

Eph. ii. 13—“But now in Christ Jesus ye that once 
were far off are made nigh in the blood of Christ;” 4.e. the 
Ephesian Christians are not merely pardoned, they are 
actually “nigh”; they are part of the “one new man” 
(ver. 15); they have “access in one Spirit unto the Father” 


1 It might be otherwise did we read Xwpis Geov. Byt we shall not 
now attempt to defend a reading so universally rejected, i 
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(ver. 18); they are thus in communion and fellowship with 
God, and all this is “in the blood of Christ.” They are, in 
short, “in” the blood as sprinkled upon the Mercy Seat, 
and not merely as poured out in the Slaughtering, and with 
their being so are connected all the advanced privileges of 
their Christian condition. 

Heb. x. 19-22.—“Having therefore, brethren, boldness 
to enter into the holy place, in the blood of Jesus, by the 
way which He dedicated for us, a new and living way 
through the veil, that is to say, His flesh; and having a 
great Priest over the house of God; let us draw near with 
a true heart,” etc. Here the “blood” is so obviously and 
closely connected with more than the forgiveness of sin, viz. 
with entering into the immediate presence of God in His 
inmost Sanctuary, and with the positive dedication of our- 
selves to Him, that it is not necessary to dwell upon the 
words. Again, also, it may be noticed that it is not “by,” 
or “through,” but “in” the blood of Jesus that we thus 
enter. His life is in the place of our life, His blood in that 
of our blood; we are surrounded, as it were, with His blood, 
we are included in it, at the moment when we enter into the 
Holiest of all. 

Heb. xiii. 11, 12.—“For the bodies of those beasts whose 
blood is brought into the holy place through the high priest 
for sin are burned without the camp. Wherefore Jesus also, 
that He might sanctify the people with His own blood, suf- 
fered without the gate.” The sanctification, the consecration, 
not only outwardly but inwardly, of the people is here before 
the writer’s eye, and he associates this great result with the 
“blood” of Christ as it is presented in the Most Holy Place. 

Similar teaching to that which we have now met is found 
in the writings of St. Peter and St. John. 

Thus, when St. Peter tells his readers that they have 
been redeemed from their “vain manner of life handed down 
from their fathers,” he declares that this redemption has been 
effected with “precious blood, as of a lamb without blemish 
and without. spot, even the blood of Christ” (1 Pet. i. 19); 
and when St. John says that we are “cleansed” from all sin, 
in a sense which certainly includes the bestowal of the new 
life as well as pardon, he brings distinctly forward the men- 
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tion of the “blood,’—“and the blood of Jesus His Son 
cleanseth us from all sin” (1 John i. 7). Upon this last 
passage the following words of Haupt deserve quotation:— 
“It is undoubtedly biblical doctrine that Christ in His death 
has borne the penalty of our sin, and therefore released us 
from its punishment. But the power of the blood of Christ 
is not limited to this. The fundamental passage as to the 
question is the sixth of St. John. There the drinking of 
the blood of Christ is presented as the means of procuring 
eternal life. As the shedding of that blood brought about 
the death of redemption, so also it rendered it possible that 
the blood should be an open fountain which might overflow 
upon others: the death of the corn of wheat illustrates its 
effect—that of life passing over as a power to others. Blood 
and life are, in the Scriptures, equivalent terms. Where 
that is, there is this, for the life is in the blood according to 
Old Testament language. Thus, then, the xa@apicuds dad 
mwaons dpuaprias is possible only in consequence of the blood 
of Christ entering into our life as a new principle of life. 
There is absolutely no Christian sanctification imaginable 
which does not take place through the blood—that is, 
through the Redeemer’s power of life working its effects and 
ruling within us.’—(Haupt on 1 John i. 7, Clark’s Transla- 
tion.) 

In the Revelation of St. John the connexion between 
deliverance from the power of sin, together with participa- 
tion in the fulness of blessing prepared for the redeemed 
Church, and the “blood” of Christ, is especially marked. 
Thus in Chap. i. 5 we read, “Unto Him that loveth us and 
loosed” (not as in Text. Rec. “washed”) “us from our sins 
in His blood.” In Chap. v. 9, 10, where the four living 
creatures and the four-and-twenty elders sing the new song 
of the triumphant and glorified Church, it is of “blood” not 
of death only that they sing——‘“And they sing a new song 
saying, Worthy ... for Thou wast slain, and didst pur- 
chase unto God in Thy blood men of every tribe, and tongue, 
and people, and nation, and madest them to be unto our God 
a kingdom and priests, and they reign upon the earth.” In 
Chap. vii. 14 the great company before the throne of God and 
of the Lamb is described by the angel in the words, “they 
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washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of 
the Lamb.” And once more, in Chap. xii. 11, one of the 
means by which the redeemed in heaven have secured their 
victory is thus celebrated—‘they overcame because of the 
blood of the Lamb.” 

Upon the great passage relative to the “blood” of Christ 
in the sixth chapter of the Gospel of St. John we shall not 
dwell. It cannot be denied for a moment that the “blood” 
of Christ there spoken of is the “life” of Christ; and we 
remark only that it is impossible to exclude from the words 
the thought of the ever-living and glorified Redeemer, “He 
that. eateth My flesh and drinketh My blood hath eternal 
life; and I will raise him up at the last day”; “What then 
if ye should behold the Son of man ascending up where He 
was before?” (John vi. 54, 62). 

It is difficult to say whether there are any real exceptions 
to what has now been urged. Some of the exceptions that 
may be alleged are more apparent than real. They are 
passages in which, in speaking of the death of Christ, the 
sacred writer seems to connect it with the complete posses- 
sion of Christ’s heavenly life rather than with the initial act 
of forgiveness; or in which, speaking of the blood of Christ, 
he seems to connect it with the latter rather than with the 
former of these blessings. Of the first class of such passages 
we have examples in 2 Cor. v. 14, 15, and 1 Thess. v. 9, 
10; of the second in Col. i. 20, and Eph. i. 7. 

2 Cor. v. 14, 15.—“For the love of Christ constraineth 
us, because we thus judge, that one died for all, therefore all 
died; and He died for all, that they which live should no 
longer live unto themselves.” These words, however, are 
immediately followed before the conclusion of the sentence 
by others: “but unto Him who for their sakes died and 
rose again.” It is obvious that the new life, as carried on 
in the soul, is thought of in connexion not merely with our 
Lord’s dying but with His rising again, in connexion with an 
aspect of His work which is wider than death. In other 
words, the Apostle shows us that he has here something 
more than Christ’s death in view. Again, we have 1 Thess. 
y. 9, 10—“For God appointed us not unto death, but unto 
the obtaining of salvation through our Lord Jesus. Christ, 
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who died for us, that, whether we wake or sleep, we should * 
live together with Him.” The last words, “together with 
Him,” are, however, a sufficient proof that the Apostle, when 
he thus speaks of “salvation,” has in view not only the 
death of Christ, but His life after death. 

On the other hand, we have Col. i. 20—‘“And through 
Him to reconcile all things unto Himself, having made 
peace through the blood of His cross.” Yet it is umnneces- 
sary here to understand by “the blood of His cross” simply 
the blood as shed upon the cross and in the moment of its 
being shed. It is not less the blood of His cross, though we 
think of it as taken within the veil, because it was upon the 
cross that it was obtained for our great High Priest’s further 
dealing with it. The expression, therefore, may apply to 
the blood sprinkled as well as to the blood shed, so that the 
reconciliation and making peace connected with it will then 
have their customary, and not any exceptional, association. 
Remarks of a similar character will explain Eph. i. 7—“In 
whom we have our redemption, through His blood, even the 
forgiveness of our trespasses”; for if we bear in mind not 
only that the blood of the sacrifice is shed in its death, but 
that the death is inflicted for the sake of shedding the 
blood, it is obvious that the one may very easily be spoken 
of as accomplishing that which, when the contrast of the two 
is distinctly before us, more properly belongs to the other. 

Finally, there is yet one deeply important passage, which, 
with its parallels in the Gospels, demands separate and special 
consideration—-1 Cor. xi. 26,—“For as often as ye eat this 
bread, and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord’s death till 
He come.” Looked at in connexion with the words of 
institution, these words of the Apostle seem at first sight to 
say that, even in the highest act of the sacramental feast, 
that of eating the bread and drinking the wine, that is to 
say, in the moment when we have the most intimate com- 
munion and fellowship with our Lord, we are proclaiming 
His death alone. A closer attention to what is actually said 
will dispel this impression. For what is it of which St. Paul 
speaks? It is of the Lord’s death,—the death, that is, not of 
Jesus of Nazareth only, the humbled and suffering Son of 
man, but the death of Him who is now the Risen Lord, 
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that same Lord spoken of in verse 23, and of whom the 
Apostle says, “For I received of the Lord that which also 
I delivered unto you.” In the “Lord’s death,” therefore, 
which we proclaim in the sacrament of communion, we pro- 
claim not only Jesus on the cross, but the Lord exalted in 
heaven; and thus in the holy ordinance we have to deal 
with the loftiest not less than with the initial stage of 
Christian experience. In other words, the analogy of Scrip- 
ture is still preserved when we speak of eating and drinking 
as associated not simply with the death of the suffering 
Redeemer, but with the death of Him who is our exalted 
and glorified Lord. 

Nay, not only so. May we be allowed to submit for 
consideration that the two actions spoken of by the Apostle 
in the solemn passage before us hardly seem to be looked at 
by the Church in the light in which they presented them- 
selves to St. Paul? In the way in which he is commonly 
interpreted, St. Paul is thought to speak of the death of 
Christ as represented in the ordinance of the Supper by the 
twofold act of breaking bread and pouring out wine. It will 
be observed, however, that the Apostle makes no mention of 
pouring out. He gives our Lord’s words in the form, “In 
like manner also, the cup after supper, saying, This cup is 
the new covenant in My blood; this do, as oft as ye drink 
it, in remembrance of Me” (1 Cor. xi. 25) ;+ while immedi- 

1 BHven in the two earlier Gospels (Matt. xxvi. 28; Mark xiv. 24; 
comp. Luke xxii. 20), where the word ‘“‘shed” can hardly be under- 
stood in any other light than as pointing to the death of Jesus, it 
does not appear to be necessary to confine the thought of the ‘‘blood” 
spoken of to the moment of bloodshedding. The clause, ‘‘for this is 
My blood,” is immediately connected with the preceding “drink,” 
and gives the ground (‘for’) why we are to drink. Then follows an 
explanation of the manner in which the blood is to be thought of as 
obtained,—a description given, because the particular way in which 
it has been obtained is that which makes it the foundation of our 
spiritual nourishment. It has been obtained by being ‘‘shed unto re- 
mission of sins.’”’ This description, however, is as truly applicable to 
Christ’s blood in heaven as to His blood at the moment when it was 
shed. Throughout eternity it is blood “shed unto remission of sins.” 
We are not, therefore, forbidden by the language of the first two 
Evangelists from thinking of Christ’s blood in the words of institu- 
tion as His blood, as His life, within the veil. The particular tense 
of the verb “shed” will even apply more easily to the thcught of 
continued efficacy than to the thought of the one act upon the cross. 
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ately afterwards he dwells upon “eating” and “drinking”? 
(ver. 26) as if the act of feasting were the point of view in 
which the ordinance is mainly to be considered by us; and 
feasting takes us beyond the thought of death or dying. 
Further, our Lord Himself speaks of His body, not of His 
flesh, as broken; and it seems difficult to answer the plea 
of Rome (however inadequate to justify her practice) in 
withholding the cup from the laity, that the blood is really 
given with the bread. Blood was a constituent part of the 
“body” of our Lord; and it may be plausibly urged that 
the body cannot be given without it. In these circumstances 
we venture to ask, Whether the view is correct which looks 
upon the two actions referred to as designed, in their united 
character, to afford a representation of only one great fact— 
the death of Christ Is not the death expressed by the 
breaking of the bread alone? Is not the cup of wine repre- 
sentative of something more, of the blood of Christ as His 
continued life, of His exalted and glorified life? Do not 
the two actions, in short, divide themselves according to the 
words, “Ye proclaim the Lord’s death until He come” ?— 
the one symbolising “the Lord’s death,” the other, the life 
implied in the words “until He come.” If there be any 
truth in what has now been said, it is obvious that the pass- 
age before us, so far from being at variance with the general 
view which we have been urging, is a powerful confirmation. 
of its correctness. 

What has been said with regard to the meaning of 1 Cor. 


11t is thus, for example, that in the latest exposition of the doc- 
trine of the Scottish Churches upon this point, Professor Candlish 
expresses himself—‘It is plainly taught in Scripture that the Lord’s 
Supper is a symbolical ordinance, and that the main thing that it 
represents is the death of Christ. This death is here symbolised, not 
as in the sacrifices of earlier ages, by the actual slaying of a living 
animal, but by the breaking of a piece of bread representing the body 
of Christ, and the presentation of wine in a cup representing the 
shed blood of Christ.” And again, “We are not chiefly to think, in 
the Lord’s Supper, of the body of Christ as now raised and glorified 
in Heaven, but rather of that body as it hung upon the cross, when 
His blood flowed forth, and He gave up His life a sacrifice to God; 
we are to think of His body and blood with reference to this sacri- 
fice offercd on the cross” (“The Sacraments,” pp. 93, 116. Comp. 
Hodge, “Syst. Theol.” iii. p. 621. King, “On the Lord’s Supper,” 
p. 57; Bannerman, “The Church of Christ,’”’ ii. p. 132, etc.). 
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xi. 25, 26, seems to be confirmed by the language of the same 
epistle in Chap. x. 16, 17,—“The cup of blessing which we 
bless, is it not a communion of the blood of Christ? The 
bread which we break, is it not a communion of the body of 
Christ? Because there is one loaf of bread, we the many 
are one body, for the whole of us partake from the one loaf.” 
That St. Paul is here referring to the ordinance of the 
Supper no one doubts. But, if so, we are immediately led 
to ask why the natural order of the different parts of the 
service, the order of our Lord, the order of the Apostle him- 
self in the following chapter, is changed. Hofmann answers 
the question by saying that St. Paul is occupied less with 
the thought of the nourishment afforded by the idol feast 
than with the thought of that joyful association of the 
participators which came to view with peculiar prominence 
in their common sharing of the wine. But Hofmann thus 
loses sight of the leading aim of the passage, which is to 
show that participation in idol feasts is, on the part of those 
who share in them, a communion not so much with one 
another as with demons (comp. ver. 20). Their mutual 
communion is subordinate to this, and is mentioned mainly 
for the purpose of proving that no one who broke the bread 
of the Lord’s Supper could possibly separate himself from 
the communion of the body of Christ implied in doing so. 
The true reason why the order of the service is changed in 
the Apostle’s words appears to be, that the first part men- 
tioned is more in accordance with his argument than the 
second. His readers would see that communion with demons 
supposed to be living was the meaning of the idol feast, if 
they bore in mind that communion with the Living Lord 
was the meaning of their drinking of the cup of blessing. 
In other words, the “blood” of Christ is here again the life 
of Christ, of Christ exalted and glorified. Christians at an 
idol feast sinned not merely against one truth, but against 
two truths expressed by them in their own sacred meal,— 
first, that they had their life in the Living Lord; secondly, 
that having their life in Him, they also shared a communion 
of His body which so united them to His body that they 
could not at the same time share a communion with a body 
of demon-worshippers. The first of these truths being at 
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once the deeper and more important of the two, and that 
out of which the other flowed, is placed first in order. Had 
the thought of drinking of the cup not been a profounder 
thought than that of breaking the bread,—had the drinking 
only been one of two parts of a service which, in their union, 
expressed the same idea of participation in the death of 
Christ,—the Apostle would not have changed the order of 
the parts as he has done.: 

This steadfast adherence of the New Testament writers 
to the mention of the “blood” rather than the “death” of 
Christ, whenever they speak not of the pardon of sin only, 
but of full admission to all that is secured for us in the New 
Covenant, and especially of admission to the life of union 
with God, both here and hereafter, is surely very worthy 
of notice. That the connexion between the blood and the 
death is of the closest kind we most readily admit; and had 
there been only one action with the blood in the Old Testa- 
ment sin-offering, we should at once allow that, as the blood 
was obtained by the death of the victim, “death” and “blood” 
in its case might be viewed as interchangeable terms. We 
know, however, that there were not only two actions with 
the blood, but that the latter of the two—the Sprinkling— 
was the culminating part of the ritual. We know, also, 
that every part of the ritual had a definite meaning. It is 
thus impossible to avoid the conclusion that the blood and 
the death were not entirely co-extensive with one another, 
and that the interpretation of the former is not to be limited 
by that of the latter. This conclusion is confirmed when 
we find that the New Testament writers, in making their 
application of the type, for the most part at least apply it in 
such a way that each part of the fulfilment corresponds, not 
merely to a separate part of the type, but to that part which 
was precisely fitted to express it. As the Slaughtering is 
the type of the penalty of sin, and the Sprinkling the type 
of the union of the life with God after the penalty has been 
paid, so the “death” of Christ is mainly connected with 
pardon, the “blood” of Christ with fellowship with the 
Father in all its blessed consequences, both for time and for 
eternity. 


One remark only, already more than once indicated, either 
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in the present Lectures or in these Notes, it is necessary 
emphatically to repeat. The death of Christ never loses its 
significance. That significance is eternal. To the latest 
movement of his life on earth the Christian traces all the 
privileges which he enjoys to the death of Christ, and 
beholds in it the first great act by which his Lord opened 
up to him the way to the Father. It is not otherwise when 
he enters the heavenly glory, where his song shall be to the 
Lamb that was slain. But it is not the less true that, if 
the views of which we have spoken, and which seem to be 
unfolded in the New Testament, are well founded, they must 
exercise a powerful influence on the whole Christian life. 
The blood of Christ is not simply His death; it is more 
than blood shed on Calvary for remission of sin. It is 
Christ’s life, the life by which we live; and our Christian 
life is not lived only in the grateful recollection of death 
endured for us, but is continually nourished by our living in 
the life of Him whose offering of Himself to the Father, 
with His people in Him, is only completed in the heavenly 
Sanctuary. Participation in this heavenly life is alone par- 
ticipation in the blood of Christ, for the blood of Christ is 
not His death, but His life, won through death, in heaven. 

In connexion with what has been said I may quote the 
following words from a small anonymous work (published by 
Simpkin, Marshall, and Co.) which has been sent me since 
the first edition of these Lectures appeared:—“Unless the 
Saviour had thus literally shed His blood there could have 
been no remission of sins. But still the blood through which 
we have remission of sins, the blood that is the price of our 
Redemption, the blood that cleanses us from all sin, the 
blood that purges our conscience from dead works to serve 
the living God, the blood that must be sprinkled upon our 
hearts, the blood of the New Covenant which speaketh better 
things than the blood of Abel, and which is better than the 
blood of bulls and of goats, the blood that makes the atone- 
ment, the blood that is the life, and the blood that we must 
drink or have no life in us—that precious blood of Christ— 
is not the blood of His poor crucified body, but it is the 
blood of that body of which He is the Head and we are the 
members. It is the life-blood that flows from His heart of 
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hearts into the veins of us His spiritual members. It is the 
blood that is the very life of Him who, living by the Father, 
drinks the very wine of God and of Heaven, and which becomes 
in us the very life of God.”—(“The Lord’s Body,” p. 54.) 


Nore 57, p. 146. 


It seems to be now generally agreed, however much it 
may once have been disputed, that a distinction is to be 
drawn between the original word for spirit, when it has and 
has not the article prefixed to it. In the one case the ex- 
pression denotes the Holy Spirit in His Personality, in the 
other the power or operation or gift of the Spirit. In the 
words quoted in the text the article is not found, so that 
they denote here not the Personal Spirit, but the Spirit as 
bestowed upon or received by man. “The necessary limita- 
tions,” says Westcott (in loc.), “of Christ’s historical presence 
with the disciples excluded that realisation of His abiding 
presence which followed on the Resurrection.” It is much 
to be regretted that translators of the New Testament have 
not observed this distinction as they ought to have done. 
The idiom of the English language may not always easily 
permit it, but there are many passages—the present being 
one of them—where it is perfectly possible to indicate the 
true meaning. Even in most others the ear would soon have 
become accustomed to the sound, and it may well be doubted 
whether translators are entitled to sacrifice the sense of Scrip- 
ture to the supposed requirements of English idiom. 


Nore 58, p. 147. 


John iii. 34.—It is of importance to observe that the 
words of the Authorised Version, “unto him,” as is indeed 
indicated by their being printed in italics, have no right to 
a place in the text. The giving of the Spirit here referred 
to is not to be confined to our Lord Himself. To Him 
indeed, as the “Sent of God,” the Spirit is given first and 
in all His fullness; but He will be given equally without 
stint, according to their capacity for receiving Him, to all 
who are “sent” to do, in the name of Christ, God’s work in 
the world. 
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Nore 59, p. 157. 


The view taken in the text of the meaning of Rom. iv. 
25 appears to be demanded by the principles of fair and 
legitimate interpretation. It is indeed difficult to account 
for the fact that any other view should ever have been 
adopted, and that the text should have occasioned such an 
amount of difficulty alike to Lutheran and Reformed divines. 
Perhaps no text in the New Testament has had to bear 
the burden of so many subtle distinctions, or of such far- 
fetched and roundabout explanations. This, too, is the 
more remarkable when we consider that the distinctions 
and explanations so ingeniously devised are more difficult to 
reconcile with the different systems of Protestant Theology 
than the simple and natural interpretation of the words. 
Two points must be kept distinctly in view: first, that 
in both clauses of the verse we have the preposition 6:4 
with the accusative case; and secondly, that in two clauses 
so obviously parallel, and so directly contrasted with one 
another, the meaning of the preposition must not be changed. 
Surely had St. Paul designed to express in the second clause 
a relation between “our justification” and Christ’s Resur- 
rection different from that expressed in the first between 
“our trespasses” and Christ’s death, he would have used a 
different preposition. The Greek language was abundantly 
able to supply him with what he needed, and it is un- 
necessary to say that the resources of that language were 
fully at’ his command. We must regard, therefore, the 
argument whether of Grammarians or Commentators, that 
the prepositions are here used loosely, as not less objec- 
tionable than the opinion that we have to deal with “rhe- 
torical exaggeration of expression.” Starting with these 
two points as accepted, it follows at once that in both 
clauses of the text before us 6&4 denotes the ground upon 
which the thing spoken of rests, in neither clause the end 
for which it is done. Even Steinmeyer, who sees so clearly 
the errors of his predecessors, has contended that a distinc- 
tion of this kind must be made. “Our offences,” he says, 
“were the ground on account of which Jesus was offered; 
our justification was the end for which God raised Him from 
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the dead” (“The Passion and Resurrection History,’ Clark’s 
Translation, p. 253). Such a distinction, like every other 
proposed before, is inadmissible. The same preposition 
governing the same case in both clauses must be understood 
in both to express precisely similar relations between the 
things in connexion with which it is used by the Apostle. 
Christ’s death rested upon the fact of our trespasses, His 
Resurrection upon the fact of our justification. We had 
sinned, therefore He died to procure for us the pardon of 
sin, and to restore us to the favour of God,—in other 
words, to justify us. He did thus justify us; therefore He 
was raised again. Had we not sinned, His death would not 
have taken place; had His death not accomplished its pur- 
pose, His Resurrection would not have taken place. The 
trespasses in the one clause, the justification in the other, 
are the ground upon which God delivered Him up to death, 
and afterwards raised Him from the grave. We urge that 
no other interpretation of these clauses is grammatically or 
exegetically possible. 

If so, it may be added in one or two brief sentences that 
the gain of thus looking at the words is great. (1.) All 
danger of confounding justification with sanctification is 
avoided. How imminent that danger is may be seen in the 
laboured and anxious attempts of Lutheran expositors to 
escape the charge of failing, by their interpretation “for,” 
to keep these two things sufficiently distinct; by the utterly 
mistaken rendering of Olshausen, who is driven to the 
position that dicafwois is “the act which makes righteous 
and creates the new man” (im loc.); and by the fact that 
even Steinmeyer, who rejects this last view, hardly escapes 
it, if indeed he escapes it at all, when he urges that the 
only ground on which it becomes possible for God to impute 
to us the righteousness of Christ is, that He beholds in the 
Risen Christ “the pledge for believers acually becoming 
righteous” (u.s., p. 256). (2.) The doctrine of the New 
Testament, that our justification is secured by the one 
complete sacrifice of Himself by our Lord upon the cross to 
expiate the guilt of sin, and that in no sense whatever is 
His Resurrection essential to the completion of that par- 
ticular part of His work, is left untouched. (3.) We have 
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a powerful confirmation of the truth, so often lost sight of, 
that “justification” is not “salvation.” (4.) The mind is 
kept fixed on the point to which the whole context calls 
attention, viz. on the fact that Ohrist was raised, not on the 
purpose for which His Resurrection took place (comp. verse 
17 and the first half of verse 24). 

It is satisfactory to find Godet in his recent Commentary 
on the Romans defending the view here taken. But Godet 
is wrong in the idea which he seems to entertain, that his 
interpretation is new. It is found in the “Annotations” 
to the Bible prepared by order of the Westminster Assembly, 
A.D. 1651, in which (im loc.) it is said, “God having de- 
clared by raising him from the dead that he hath accepted 
of the death of his Sonne as of a sufficient ransom for our 
sinnes.” Dr. Jukes, too, in his “Law of the Offerings,” p. 
146, speaks as follows:—“It is no future work, no promised 
work, no work to be yet accomplished, but a finished work, 
which is our sure foundation. ‘He bore our sins’; this is 
God’s testimony; and having borne them He was raised 
because we were justified (Rom. iv. 25). Had we not been 
justified Christ could not have been raised. His Resurrec- 
tion, and ours in Him, is the proof that we are justified.” 
Comp. also Horsley, “Nine Sermons,” p. 251. 


Norte 60, p. 163. 


John xvii. 21-23.—The reading which omits the word 
“one” in the clause “that they themselves also may be in 
us” of ver. 21, ought not to pass unnoticed, or its effect in 
bringing out our union to the Son, and in Him to the 
Father, before we are united to our brethren in Christ. 


Nore 61, p. 164. 


See striking passages on the necessary characteristics of 
man’s conception of God, in Mansel’s “Bampton Lectures,” 
pp. 17-19, and Greg’s “Creed of Christendom,” Introduction 


to third edition, p. xe. 
Nore 62, p. 165. 


It is impossible to discuss in such a note as can be given 
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here the important reading adopted in the text. For an 
elaborate and able defence of it, reference may be made to a 
Dissertation by Dr. Hort of Cambridge, published by Mac- 
millan and Co. A fuller explanation of the reading, as 
adopted, will be found in the Commentary on the fourth 
Gospel already mentioned in these. Notes. 


Nore 63, p. 168. 


1 Cor. xv. 47.—The correct reading which here omits 
“the Lord” of the A. V. must first be noted (comp. Note 
52). The immediate context, to say nothing of the whole 
strain of the chapter, is then sufficient to prove that the 
reference to Jesus as the Second Adam is a reference to Him, 
not as He came into this world at His Incarnation, and not 
as He manifested Himself on earth in His whole personality 
as the God-man (Alford im loc.), but in what He became 
at His Resurrection. Comp. especially verses 45 and 49. 
(See also Meyer, Hofmann, Kling, Stanley, im loc.) 


Note 64, p. 174. 


2 Cor. iii. 18——The argument of the Apostle seems dis- 
tinctly to imply that by “the glory of the Lord” here 
spoken of we are to understand His glory in His Risen and 
Glorified condition, and that by the “mirror” referred to, 
the mirror of the Gospel “word” cannot be meant. The 
thought appears rather to be,—The glory of God’s presence 
shone upon Moses when he was taken up into the mount; 
and, as it shone upon him, it changed his countenance into a 
likeness with itself, so that the face of Moses also shone. 
We Christians are now in the position of the great leader of 
Israel. We ascend spiritually into the mount where the 
Glorified Redeemer is. He shines upon us; and, as a 
mirror reflects the object placed before it, so we reflect the 
glory of the Lord in His exalted state. Thus, too, we “reflect 
from glory to glory”; from glory in Him, as the efficient 
cause of the change in us, to glory in us as the result pro- 
duced; and all as “from the Lord who is spirit,” because as 
spirit He acts upon our spirits, and conforms us to Himself. 
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Note 65, p. 177. 


In connexion with the point here spoken of it is interest- 
ing to notice the two words used by St. Paul in Rom. xii. 
(2, cuvoxnporigerde and perapoppotcbe. Notwithstanding the 
opinion of many commentators to the contrary, the mean- 
ing of these two words is by no means the same, and St. 
Paul, using them here in their strict and proper sense, lends 
by doing so great force to his exhortation. The former 
denotes “Be not fashioned according to,” “Take not your 
attitude or model from,’ a world which has no real and 
lasting existence. Do not seek what you are to copy in any 
of its fleeting “fashions.” It is a world the “fashion” 
(ox ua) of which is passing away. The latter denotes “Be 
transformed.” Put yourselves under the influence of a power, 
an organic principle of life, which works not, like the other, 
from without inwards, but from within outwards, and which 
will gradually and necessarily transform you by its own inher- 
ent working (comp. the use of the words in Phil. ii. 6-8, and 
Lightfoot’s notes on that passage). It is somewhat surpris- 
ing to find Canon Cook correcting the Authorised Version of 
1 Peter i. 14 (retained in the Revised Version), “not fashion- 
ing yourselves” (uh svvexnuarigeuerr) into “not conforming 
yourselves,” with allusion to Rom. xii. 2; that is, changing 
a correct translation into conformity with a translation which 
ought to have been corrected, and which is corrected by the 
author of the notes on the Epistle to the Romans in the 
same commentary. 


Nore 66, p. 178. 


The two places referred to are Heb. vii. 28 and x. 20, in 
the first of which for the word “consecrated” of the A. V. 
we ought to read “perfected,” and in the second “dedicated.” 
On the other hand, there are not a few passages in which 
the substitution of “consecrate” for “sanctify” would bring 
out the meaning intended with new clearness and power. 
Comp. John x. 36, xvii. 17, 19; Heb. ii. 11, ix. 13, x. 
10, 14, 29, xiii. 12. Dr. Moulton, on Heb. ii. 11, remarks 
most appropriately, “The special meaning of ‘sanctify’ in 


— 
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this Epistle seems to be bringing into fellowship with God 
the Holy One.” 
Nore 67, p. 182. 


An attentive consideration of the texts here referred to 
will at once bear out what has been said. It is only indeed 
in the case of John iv. 38 that any doubt upon the point for 
the sake of which they are quoted can be entertained. Yet 
the context in that case shows that, throughout the whole 
passage in which the text occurs, our Lord speaks of Himself 
(together, perhaps, with those who had gone before Him) as 
the only sower, and that He regards His disciples, not as 
men sent out to sow in a cold and ungenial Spring, but as 
men sent out to reap amidst the fruitfulness and joy of 


harvest. There can be no doubt as to the self-denial and . 


suffering which are necessary in the living of the Christian 
life; but the pain of these, as they are rendered necessary 
by the prevalence of sin both without us and within us, is 
transformed in the service of Christ into an easy yoke and 
light burden. It is the world which presents a conflict: 
what Christ gives is victory; “This is the victory that hath 
overcome the world, even our faith” (1 John v. 4). 


Nore 68, p. 187. 


An expression occurs occasionally in the Gospel of St. 
John to which less attention than it deserves seems to have 
been paid. It is the expression éy éavrots, in circumstances 
where we should rather expect to mect év duty —Chaps. v. 
42, vi. 53. Comp. 1 John iii. 15, v. 10, though the reading 
in these two passages is somewhat doubtful. The emphasis 
belonging to this expression, which is very inadequately 
rendered “in you,” may be best seen by comparing other 
passages of the same Gospel, where our Lord is spoken of in 
a precisely similar way—Chaps. v. 26, vi. 61. The words 
seem designed to bring out in a forcible manner that lesson 
of the personal individuality and moral freedom of the 
believer which is so strikingly characteristic of a Gospel 
often thought to teach the very contrary. It ought hardly 
to be necessary to say that “in himself” conveys a very 
different meaning from “of himself.” 
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Nore 69, p. 194. 


The rendering of John iv. 23 adopted in this Lecture has 
not, so far as the writer knows, been before proposed by any 
commentator. He may, therefore, be allowed to refer to 
the Commentary on the Gospel of St. John already spoken 
of, where it is defended at some length. The defence need 
not be repeated here. 


Nore 70, p. 199. 


The relation in which the gift of the Holy Spirit spoken 
of in John xx. 22 stands to that of Pentecost is not easily 
determined. 

In the first place, it may be observed that it is hardly 
possible to draw any broad line of demarcation between 
them, as if the latter alone were, strictly speaking, the 
bestowal of the Spirit, the former that of the breath of our 
Lord’s glorified humanity. It is true that at John xiv. 16 
our Lord says, “I will pray the Father, and He shall give 
you another Advocate, that He may abide with you for 
ever”; that at Chap. xiv. 26 He speaks of “the Advocate, 
which is the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send” in 
His name; and that at Chap. xv. 26 the Advocate is 
described as “the Spirit of truth which proceedeth from the 
Father.” These passages may appear to connect the gift of 
the Spirit with the time when Jesus should have already 
ascended to “His Father and our Father, to His God and 
our God.” But, on the other hand, we have seen in these 
Lectures that the Session at the right hand of God is only 
a part of our Lord’s general Glorification, not a new stage of 
being, to be distinguished from that upon which He entered 
when He came forth from the grave; and in ver. 17 of this 
chapter Jesus had said to Mary Magdalene, not, “I will 
ascend unto my Father,” but “I ascend’; “I am even now 
in the act of ascending—My Ascension is begun” (comp. 
Ellicott, “Life of Christ,” p. 387). The circumstances of 
our Lord in John xx. and on the day of Pentecost are not so 
different as to lead to the idea that the gift bestowed on the 
two occasions was different. On both occasions our Lord’s 


position was substantially the same. 
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In the second place, it hardly seems as if we were to seek 
the relation of the two gifts to one another in this,—that 
in the first we are to find only an initial fulfilment of what 
was afterwards perfectly accomplished, a first-fruits of the 
coming harvest; in the second the harvest itself. There 
is nothing in the words of Scripture to indicate that in the 
one case the gift was partial, in the other complete. It 
would rather appear as if the gift bestowed in John xx. were 
the more perfect, the more comprehensive, of the two. It is 
more immediately connected with the Person of the glorified 
Redeemer:—“He breathed on them, and said, Receive ye 
holy spirit.” At Acts ii. 2, again, we are simply told that 
“suddenly there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing 
mighty wind....And they were all filled with holy 
spirit, and began to speak with new tongues, as the Spirit 
gave them utterance.” While thus more immediately eon- 
nected with Jesus as its source, the gift of John xx. is also 
associated with functions of a deeper and more intimate kind 
than belong to any miraculous agency whatever. In the one 
case it is breathed into, in the other it is poured upon, the 
disciples; and life itself is a greater gift than any of the 
powers of life. 

In the third place, therefore, it would seem as if we were 
to seek the difference between the two gifts not so much in 
the kind or degree of either as in its purpose and application. 
The first had relation to the inner training of the disciples, 
the second to their more outward equipment for their work; 
the first to the enlightening and quickening of their own 
souls, the second to the furnishing them with what was 
needed to enable them to produce an effect on others; the 
first to the Church in her private chamber, the second to the 
Church as she is introduced to her mission in the world. 
At the baptism of our Lord the Spirit descended and abode 
upon Him; but He waited for a time before He entered “in 
the power of the Spirit” upon His public ministry. In like 
manner the desciples were made ready for their work at the 
time when their Risen Lord breathed on them; but they 
had to wait, before entering on their work, for the appointed 
hour when, at the great feast which had long foreshadowed 
the event, they were to offer up, not merely ripening ears of 
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corn, but loaves baked and ready, the first-fruits of the 
new age. 


Norte 71, p. 199. 


It may seem as if Matt xvi. 18 and xviii. 17 were at 
variance with the statements here made. But further con- 
sideration of these passages will show that in both our Lord 
has His future Church in view—certainly neither the Jewish 
Synagogue nor the Christian Hierarchy in any form. The 
words of Matt. xviii. 20 are sufficient to decide the question, 
where our Lord, in close connexion with what He had been 
saying, adds, “For where two or three are gathered together 
in My name, there am J in the midst of them.” (Comp. 
the remarks of Stier upon this passage in his “Reden Jesu,” 
Part ii. p. 283.) 


Note 72, p. 199. 


We believe that it will be found, upon careful examina- 
tion of John xiv. xv. xvi., that these chapters do not refer 
to living, personal union with Christ considered in itself, so 
much as to the active Christian work which proceeds from 
such union, and igs maintained in vigour by its means alone. 
This appears especially in the general contrast of Chap. xiv. 
with Chaps. xv. and xvi. The former exhibits the prepar- 
ation of the disciples for their work; they “are” in Christ, 
and He in them. The two latter exhibit the disciples in 
their work itself, as they struggle, suffer, bear fruit, and 
triumph in it. They now “abide” in Christ; and abiding 
presupposes difficulty and trial. 


Nore 73, p. 200. 


Reference may be made to the valuable work of Bishop 
Moberly, “The Sayings of the Forty Days”; and also to 
Dr. Hanna’s interesting volume, “The Forty Days after our 
Lord’s Resurrection.” 
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Norte 74, p. 201. 


Comp. Steinmeyer, “The Passion and Resurrection His- 
tory,” Clark’s Translation, pp. 313, 337. 


Note 75, p. 217. 


Comp. the Comment. of Dr. Westcott on John xii. 32,— 
“The phrase by which the Lord indicates His death (be 
lifted up, iii. 14, viii. 28; comp. Acts ii. 33, v. 31) is 
characteristic of the view under which St. John represents 
the Passion. He does not ever, like St. Paul (e.g. Phil. ii. 
8, 9), separate it as a crisis of humiliation from the glory 
which followed. The ‘lifting up’ includes death and the 
victory over death. In this aspect the crisis of the Passion 
itself is regarded as a glorification (xiii. 31); and St. John 
sees the Lord’s triumph in this rather than in the return 
(comp. 1 John v. 4-6).” See also Note 50, p. 272. 


Nore 76, p. 217. 


On Hebrews ii. 9 comp. the valuable note of Dr. Moulton 
(in loo.). Speaking of the last clause, Dr. Moulton says, 
“We cannot doubt that these words depend on those which 
immediately precede.” Comp. also the following remarks of 
Godet on Rom. i. 3, 4, which, always excepting his erroneous 
view that Jesus, while on earth, was only Son of David, not 
Son of God, deserve consideration:—“He (Jesus) has left 
in the tomb His particular relation to the Jewish nation and 
the family of David, and has appeared, through His Resur- 
rection, freed from those wrappings which He had humbly 
worn during His earthly life; comp. the remarkable expression, 
Minister of the circumcision, xv. 8. Thus it is that in virtue 
of His Resurrection, and as the Son of God, He was able 
henceforth to enter into connexion with all mankind, which 
He could not do so long as He was acting only as the Son 
of David; comp. Matt. xv. 24; ‘I am not sent but unto 
the lost sheep of the house of Israel.’ ” 
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Note 77, p. 219. 


The statement made in the text is mainly grounded 
upon the general teaching of our Lord in the Gospel of St. 
John. There is one passage in that Gospel (Chap. xv. 26, 
27) which at first sight may seem to lead to an opposite 
conclusion, but which, on further consideration, appears 
rather to confirm it. The words of this passage are— 
“When the Advocate is come, whom I will send unto you 
from the Father, the Spirit of the truth, which goeth forth 
from the Father, He will bear witness concerning Me; and 
ye also bear witness, because from the beginning ye are 
with Me.” 

These words are so important, that I venture to quote 
the following remarks on them from the Commentary on 
the fourth Gospel already more than once referred to in 
these Notes:—“The Advocate shall be with them, and 
with them in a manner adapted to that stage of progress 
which they are thought of as having reached. In the 
promise of the Advocate here given there is an advance 
upon that of Chap. xiv. 16, 26. In the latter passage the 
promise had been connected with the traiming of the disciples 
for their work; in the present it is connected with the 
execution of the work. First of all, the Advocate ‘will 
bear witness’ concerning Jesus, will perform that work of 
witnessing which belongs to heralds of the Cross. But He 
will do this in them. We are not to imagine that His is an 
independent work, carried on directly in the world, and 
apart from the instrumentality of the disciples. It is true 
that there is a general influence of the Holy Spirit by 
which He prepares the ear to hear and the eye to see—such 
an influence as that with which He wrought in Judaism, 
and even in heathenism; but that is not the influence of 
which Jesus speaks in the words before us. It is a specific 
influence, the power of the Spirit, to which He refers,— 
that influence which, exerted through Himself when He 
was upon the earth, is now exerted through the members of 
His Body. In the two last verses of this chapter, therefore, 
we have not two words of witnessing, the first that of the 
Advocate, the second that of the disciples. We have only 
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